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CURRENT TOPICS. 





Lorp Justice Bramwert is expected to return to 
‘England in April next. 





Tue Master or tHe Rotts, having regard to the length 
of his list of non-witness causes, will next week tuke 
non-witness causes only, 


omeren=ers EES 


Tux Court or Apprat, at the end of the Dale case, 
will proceed with the hearing of the list of interlocutory 
appeals from all the divisions of the High Court, 


Tue cavsr noox of the Master of the Rolls is being 
rapidly added to day by day; and it is anticipated that 
the next transfer to Mr. Justice Fry will comprise a 
considerable number of the witness causes set down for 
‘the Master of the Rolls. 





Ir 18 unprrstoop that the building in Chancery-lane 
occupied by some of the Chancery Registrars, the Chan- 
cery Paymaster, the Record and Writ Clerks, and the 
Clerk of Enrolments, before their removal to the Royal 
Courts of Justice, will, towards the latter end of next 
month, be handed over to the Honourable Society of 
nema in pursuance of the provisions of 26 & 29 

t. co. 48, 





Tue Junto Comurrren Brot, which has been in- 
troduced in the House of Lords by the Lord Chancellor, 





is not intended to provide for the appointment of a 
successor to Sir James Convire. The 3 & 4 Will. 4,c. 
41, by which the Judicial Committee was first con- 
stituted, provided, by section 1, that such committee 
should consist of the Lord Chancellor, the Lords Chief 
Justices of the Courts of Queen’s Bench and Common 
Pleas, the Master of the Rolls, the Lord Chief Baron, the 
judges of the Admiralty and Prerogative Courts, the 
Vice-Chancellor of England, the Chief Judge of the 
Court of Bankruptcy, and all ex-Lord Chancellors, with 
two additional members of the Committee to be appointed 
by the Orown. The Court of Chancery and Judicial 
Committee Act, 1851 (14 & 15 Vict. ec. 83), which pro- 
vided for the appointment of two Lords Justices of Ap- 
peal, enacted, by section 15, that ‘‘every person holding, 
or who has held, the office of a judge of the Court of 
Appeal in Chancery shall, if a member of her Majesty’s 
Privy Council, be a member of the Judicial Committee 
of the Privy Council.” The Appellate Jurisdiction Act 
(39 & 40 Vict. c. 59) provides, by section 6, that the two 
Lords of Appeal in Ordinary appointed under that Act 
shall, if Privy Councillors, be members of the Judicial 
Committee, but no corresponding provision was made in 
the case either of the ordinary judge of appeal i 
under the Judicature Act, 1875, or of the three additional 
judges of appeal transferred from the Common Law 
Divisions under the Appellate Jurisdiction Act, 1876. 
The present Act, however, qualifies all the present 
Lords Justices of Appeal for taking part in the pro- 
ceedings of the Judicial Committee, by enacting (by 
section 1) that ‘‘ every person holding, or who has held 
in England, the office of a Lord Justice of Appeal shall, 
if a member of her Majesty’s Privy Council in 
be a member of the Judicial Committee of the Privy 
Council.” 





Tue protest “‘ against the State's encroachments 
upon rights assured to the Church of England by solemn 
Acts of Parliament,” which has found utterance in the 
memorial by Dean Cuvxce and others to. the Arch- 


| bishop of Canterbury, is not inaptly followed by a 


deprecation of the attempt to “‘ enter into details upon 
a subject confessedly surrounded with great difficulties.” 
An Act of Parliament, however, either exists or it does 
not, and we have endeavoured to discover what are the 
rights assured by the solemn Acts of Parliament referred 
to. First, we have the pre-Reformation during 
which by Magna Charta, and afterwards by 25 Ed. 1 
(Confirmatio Chartarum), and 14 Ed, 3,.c. 1, it was de- 
clared that “‘ the Church of England shall be free, and 
shall have her whole rights and liberties inviolable,” and 
that “ Holy Church have her liberties in quietness, without 
interruption or disturbance.’ This is fall, affirmative, 
sweeping, and solemn, thougha little vague. Then wehave 
the Reformation Acts of Henry the Eighth, the most im- 
portant of which is the “‘ Act of Submission of the 

tothe Kynge’s Majestic” (25 Hen. 8, ¢. 19), By this Act 
no canons may be made without the Royal assent, or 
made contrary to the Royal prerogative, or the customs, 
laws, or statutes of this realm. Then we have the Acts 
of Uniformity of Elizabeth (1 Eliz. « 1), and Oharles the 
Second (14 Car. 2, 0. 4), 2 first of these Acts revives 
a number of prior statutes, of which the Act of Sub- 
mission is one, and unites all ecclesiastical jutiediction 
**to the Imperial Crown of this realm.” ‘The second, in 
providing for the uniformity of worship, recites indeed the 
assent of Convocation to its provisions, but contains no 
saving clause for consulting Convocation in fitare, the 





only saving clause being one, section 20, of confirmation 
ll 
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of all former laws and statutes for uniformity of worship. 
Since the Reformation, all Acts upon the subject have 
been restrictive of the independence of the clergy, 
(although manyacts, of which the Clerical Subscription Act 
1865 is the most important, have enlarged their liberty), 
and it seems to follow that there has been an implied 
repeal of the ‘‘solemn Acts of Parliament”’ which were 
passed in the pre-Reformation period. How far the 
Crown might make ecclesiastical law without the consent 
of the other branches of the Legislature, or how far the 
Act of Submission falls to the ground by the substitution 
of the High Court of Delegates, by 2 & 3 Will. 4.c. 22, 
for the Ecclesiastical Commissioners mentioned in that 
Act, may be questions ‘‘ surrounded with great diffi- 
culties” ; but having looked with some care into the 
statutory charter put forward in the memorial, we have 

no hesitation in saying that (even making full allowance 
for the fact that the Act of Submission registered a 
submission to the Crown, and not, e0 nomine, to Parlia- 
ment) “there is nothing in it.” And in the second 
edition of Blunt’s Church Law, revised by Mr. Watrer 

Purtmwore, page 6, we find it said, “It is now a nearly 
recognized principle of the English Constitution that 
Parliament is supreme.” In fact, it seems pretty clear 
that if the ‘‘solemn Acts of Parliament” are to be 
revived, the pre~Reformation constitution of the Church 

of England must be revived with them—but perhaps 

this may be what the memorialists desire. 





Messzs. Lorrs & Warner, in replying in the Times 
to an unwise letter by the promoter of the Temple Bar 
Memorial, relating to the leases on the Cenduit Mead 
Estate, mention a course that has been adopted in 
some cases which seems to afford a hint of some 
value. It appears that the Conduit Mead Estate was 
originally leased at ground-rents for building for 
terms of about sixty years, but renewable in per- 
petuity upon payment of a fixed fine and fees every 
fourteen years; and it is stated that the City corporation 
exercise their power in a very arbitrary manner, and that 
if a lessee fails to pay the fine before the expiration of 
the fourteen years, his right to the renewal is absolutely 
confiscated. “So much importance,” continue the 
writers, “is attached to this, that in some cases our 
clients have had painted up in the halls of their houses 
the date of the year upon which the fine becomes pay- 
able.” It would seem that this painting up is the 
voluntary act of the occupier; but it may be suggested 
as worthy of consideration, in cases where the head 
lease of a leasehold house contains any unusual 
or stringent covenants which may be broken by 
the occupier, whether it would not be advisable 
for the lessee, in granting underleases of the house, 
to stipulate that a concise statement of these pro- 
visions shall be constantly kept painted up on the 
wall of some frequented part of the premises. For 
instance, suppose the head lease, containing a proviso for 
re-entry on breach of covenants, also contains a covenant 
(such as is to be found on some estates where the 
ground landlord provides the drainage system for 
rain water from the roofs, &c., only) that the lessee, 
his execators, administrators, or assigns, will not 
perinit any sewage or polluted water to flow into the 
water Grains, it is very advisable to keep this probibition 
constantly before the attention of occupiers, otherwise 
the probabilities are that some waste-pipe from a new 
lavatory will be connected with the drain which carries 
off the water from the roof; and a cause of for- 
feéitare may arise. So, also, in leases of shops held 
wader head-lewes coutaining restrictions as to the 
trades which may be carried on, it would be de- 
sirable, im the interest of the original lessee or his 

that these restrictions should be painted up in 
some frequented part of the premises. If any covenant 


cmapeliing this painting wp is already in uso in under. 
leases, we thall be glad to be favoured with « copy 


Tus supement of the Common Pleas Division, delivered 
on Tuesday, in the case of Tanner v. The Swindon and 
Marlborough Railway Company, in which an inquisition 
for damages in a compensation case was set aside on the 
ground that a champagne lunch had been given to the 
jury by the claimant, has introduced some novel distinc- 
tions into that branch of law (more developed in the 
United States than in this country) which relates to- 
‘treating ’’ jurors. Thus Mr. Justice Grove distin- 
guished between an unpremeditated luncheon and a 
luncheon prepared beforehand, and between a champagne 
luncheon and a luncheon of every-day occurrence. If 
the only reason for upsetting the verdict of a “ treated ” 
jury is that stated by the court—viz., the fear that a 
tendency to favour the person providing the luncheon. 
will result—then the distinctions suggested are- 
reasonable. A premeditated luncheon will usually 
be a better luncheon than an unpremeditated one, 
and a champagne luncheon will generally be more 
popular than a non-champegne luncheon. But is 
it clear that this is the only ground for setting aside the: 
verdict ?. Would it not be reasonable to hold that, 
whether the luncheon did or did not influence the minds 
of the jury in favour of the provider, it had a tendency 
to render their minds unfit for the proper performance of 
their duties? This is the doctrine of the United States. 
courts, or some of them; but, on the ground that it would. 
be difficult and dangerous to lay down any rule by which 
it should be determined whether a juror had drunk too 
much or not, they seem to have pushed the doctrine to: 
an absurd length, and to hold that even the slightest 
indulgence in drink will incapacitate a juror. Thus, in. 
State v. Baldy (17 Iowa, 39), the verdict of a jury was 
set aside because one of the jurors, who had been per-- 
mitted to retire for a few moments, drank a glass of ale- 
at a grocery store. And in Brant v. Fowler (7 Cow. 
562) the court upset a verdict because one of the jurors: 
had taken one-third of a gill of brandy ‘‘to check- 
diarrkoa.”’ Subsequent cases have modified the stringency 
of this rule, and it appears that now a sick American. 
juryman may safely resort to a glass of spirits. 


Tue compLarnts which have been made by the Surrey 
magistrates against one of the coroners for that county, 
and which were partly gone into before the Lord 
Chancellor on Thursday last, will have drawn attention. 
to the question of the liability of a coroner to be re- 
moved from his office. The old writ de coronatore 
exonerando still lies, and has been, on several occasions,. 
putin force. The 25 Geo. 2,c. 29, s. 6, also provided 
that if a coroner not appointed by annual election or 
nomination, or whose office is not annexed to any other 
office, “ shall be lawfully convicted of extortion or wilful 
neglect of his duty, or misdemeanor in his office, it shall 
be lawfal for the court before whom. he shall be so con- 
victed to adjudge that he shall be amoved from his 
office’ In Ex parte Parnell (1 J. & W. 451), Lord 
Exvon held that this statute has not interfered with 
the jurisdiction of the Lord Chancellor to remove 
a coroner from his office for neglect of duty. 
More recently the Coruners Act, 1860 (23 & 24 Vict. c. 
116), #. 6, has put elected and nominated coroners upon 
the same footing, and has expressly provided that ‘it 
shall be lawful for the Lord Chancellor, if he shall think 
fit, to remove for inability or misbehaviour in his office 
any such coroner elected or appointed, or hereafter to 
be elected or appointed.” ‘The latest recorded case upon 
this subject appears to bo Jn re Ward (9 W. R. 843), 
where Lord Camrnuts issued a writ de coronatore ewon~ 
erando, after finding, on ah investigation of the evidence 
before him, that a coroner had attended an inquest in 
a state of intoxication, and dismissed the jury without 
adequate reason and without swearing them. Hoe held, 
that the Act of 1860 gave him no discretion, but obliged 
him to hear the evidence on both sides, In that case 
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tion for his removal had been presented to the Lord 
Chancellor by the clerk of the peace for the county, by 
order of the Court of Quarter Sessions, 





COVENANT NOT TO ASSIGN 
WITHOUT CONSENT. 


Since Treloar v. Bigge (24 W. R. 843, L. R. 9 Ex. 151) 
lessees’ solicitors have very generally inserted in the 
covenant not to assign without licence the words “ such 


licence not being arbitrarily withheld”; whereupon 


lessors’ solicitors, not to be outdone, often add, “in case 
a respectable and responsible person is tendered,” or 
words to the like effect. The efforts of these zealous and 
jealous amenders often end in leaving the covenant to 
assign in a condition which would have caused great 
gtief to the late Mr. Lindley Murray. In Treloar v. 
Bigge some provisions of this kind caused some 
embarrassment to the Court of Exchequer, The plain- 
tiff covenanted not to assign without the defendant’s 
consent in writing, ‘‘ such consent not being arbitrarily 
withheld”’ ; and in the proviso for re-entry, in which 
power was given to the lessor to re-enter on the lessee’s 
assigning without the lessor’s consent, the words had 
been inserted ‘“‘ but such consent is not to be arbitrarily 
withheld.” The question was raised whether these 
expressions amounted to a covenant by the lessor, 
so as to give the lessee a right of action against 
him for arbitrarily withholding his consent. The 
court held that they did not. 

As regards the words inserted in the covenant not 
to assign, we have always thought that there could 
be little question that they did not amount to such 
a covenant. The reasonable interpretation of the 
covenant in Treloar v. Bigge seems to be that the 
lessee agrees not to assign without the lessor’s con- 
sent, provided the lessor does not arbitrarily withhold 
such consent. If the lessor does arbitrarily withhold 
such consent, then the covenant does not apply, and the 
lessee is free to assign. That construction is more con- 
sistent with the words of the covenant and the intention 
of the parties than is the construction contended for by 
the lessee in T'reloar v. Bigge. And it is, as Amphlett, 
B., pointed out, more convenient that the lessee should, 
in case the consent of the lessor is arbitrarily withheld, 
be at once restored to his common law right of assigning, 
and be entitled to deal with the property as he pleases, 
than that he should be remitted to a remedy against the 
lessor for withholding his consent. These appear to us 
to be the grounds on which the decision of the court in 
Treloar v. Bigge should be rested; we do not attach 
much importance to the notion stated by Amphlett, B., 
in his judgment, that the words “such consent not being 
arbitrarily withheld,” could not answer two purposes— 
that they could not both qualify the lessee’s covenant 
and constitute a covenant by the lessor. Why not? It 
does not seem difficult to imagine cases in which words 
of this kind might be reasonably interpreted as fulfilling 
such a double function. 

The question of the construction of the clause in the 
proviso for re-entry in Treloar v. Bigge—‘ but such 
consent is not to be arbitrarily withheld ”—was a good 
deal more difficult, It was probably correct to hold that, 
considering their position and context, they wero not 
sufficiently clear and explicit to constitute a covenant 
by the lessor not to arbitrarily withhold his consent. 
But it is to be observed that Kelly, O.B., said in his 
judgment that, “‘ had these words been used elsewhere in 
the instrument, although, perhaps, part of the same 
sentence in which they now stand, it is possible there 
might be a covenant in them,” 

n tho recent caso of Sear v. House Property Znvest- 
ment Company (Limited) (20 W. R. 192), a lessee oove- 
nanted with a lessor not to assign the demised property 
without the consent in writing of the lessor, “ but auc 


. 





consent not to be unreasonably withheld.” That is to say; 


‘almost the very words used in the proviso for re-entry in 


Treloar v. Bigge were, in the recent case, used in the 
covenant not to assign. Hall, V.C., however, held that, 
even when so used, the words did not amount toa coven- 
ant by the lessor not to unreasonably withhold his con- 
sent. “ If I were to decide this case,” he said, “i 

tive of authority, I should hold that the words merely 
qualify the obligation contained in the clause not to 
assign without consent. They are contained in the 
lessee’s covenant, and are in a form which looks more 
like a qualification than a contract. The word ‘ but” 
points to a qualification and not to a contract. It is, 
moreover, unquestionably a very loose way to insert a 
lesgor’s covenant in the middle of covenants by the 
lessee.” We do not quarrel with this construction, 
which is convenient and probably in accordance with the 
intention ofthe parties, but we desire to point out that 
it is not free from doubt. Practitioners ought to abandon 
the use of ambiguous phrases of this kind, and if they 
wish to qualify the covenant not to assign without con- 
sent, should always say, ‘‘ provided such consent is not 
unreasonably withheld.” 

We are glad to observe that the word “arbitrarily,” 
which had a long run after Treloar v. Bigge, is giving 
place to “ unreasonably.” “ Arbitrarily ” is too ambigu- 
ous a word to be used in these covenants. It is true that 
in Treloar v. Bigge, Kelly, C.B., seems to have satisfied 
himself that it “ means unreasonable—without reason- 
able cause,” and that the refusal (unless the context 
shows the contrary) need not be a refusal having refer- 
ence to the character or solvency of the person to whom 
the assignment is proposed to be made. But it should 
be borne in mind that Amphlett, B., expressed consider- 
able doubt as to the meaning of the word “ arbitrarily,” 
and lessees’ solicitors will do well to express directly 
the meaning ascribed to that word by Kelly, C.B. 





CONTRACT TO LEAVE BY WILL. 


Tus circumstances of the recent case of Alderson v. 
Maddison (29 W. R. 105, L. R. 5 Ex. D. 293) are, we 
should imagine, of a character not unfrequently 
occurring. They were as follows:—The plaintiff, as 
heir-at-law of an intestate, claimed the title-deeds of the 
intestate’s farm, of which the defendant had taken 
possession on his death. The defendant counter-claimed 
a declaration that she was entitled to a life estate in the 
farm, and to retain the title-deeds for her life. The jury 
found that the defendant was induced to serve the 
intestate as his housekeeper without wages for many 
years, and to give up other prospects of establishment in 
life, by his promise to make a will leaving her a life 
estate in his farm if and when it became his property. 
Mr. Justice Stephen held, first, that the finding, taken 
with the facts, amounted to a finding that there was a 
contract to the above effect between the intestate and the 
defendant, and that such contract, being based on a good 
consideration, was binding on the intestate aad his estate ; 
and, secondly, that since the contract had been com- 
pletely performed on the defendant's part, section 4 of the 
Statute of Frauds did not apply, and that the defendant 
was cntitled to the declaration asked ia the counter. 
claim, The learned judge laid it down that a represen. 
tation which influences the conduct of a person to whom 
itis made, can only be legally efficacious either by way 
of contract or estoppel. The representation may be a 
term in a contract—in other words, it may be a promise, 
or it may give rise to an equity, for of the 
referred to in Pickard ¥, Sears (6 A. & B. 468) are 
in the nature of eh entitling the party to 
the representation “is made to hare the rights of 

en determined on the basis of the existence of 

which have been represented to exist, In the 
we are discussing the learned judge held that there 
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@ contract, and it certainly seems to us that the case is 
one ef contract or nothing. 

uy of the plaintiff’ tention in 
employed in support e 8 eon on in cases 
bg permet pg eda v. Maddison, has much to 
answer for in the history of the law. It is a word that, 
to our mind, bears a very bad character, and whenever it 
is used we begin to look with suspicion, leat some fallacy 
should be endeavouring to obtain admission, It is 
highly desirable that ambiguous expressions such as 
“ representation,” wandering about for no good purpose, 
should be “comprehended,” to use the language of 
ancient Dogberry, and made to deliver themselves of their 
meaning, if any. A woman acts as a rich old man’s 
housekeeper for years, or a man marries a rich old man’s 
daughter, in hopes, to use plain English words corres- 

i to the substance of the transaction, that 
thereafter advantage may accrue to her or him, such hopes 
being, perhaps, fanned by expressions of future intention 
on the part of the said rich old man. The rich old man 
dies and disappoints the hopes so entertained, and, 
thereupon, with what glib promptitude do your “ repre- 
sentations” come on the scene! Seriously, we vehemently 
object to vague equities founded on loose expressions like 
** representations.” Either there is a contract or there 
is not, and in the latter case there is nothing. And that 
is what Mr. Justice Stephen has said. But we wish the 
line could be drawn tighter than he has thought himself 
justified upon the decisions in drawing it. The notion ofa 
contract to make a will is full of objections. There isa 
most dangerous contradiction involved in the idea. It 
may, no doubt, be that if the law did not admit of such 
an ides, in some cases wicked testators would avail them- 
selves of their power of exciting false hopes to do injus- 
tice and wrong; but it appears to us that the evils on the 
other side more than counterbalance this evil. We would 
have the law say, with no uncertain voice, that any person 
secking to bind a person’s estate after his death must 
procure the desired result to be effected by instrument 
’ anter vivos. Then there would be no room for ambigui- 
ties, for difference of intention on the one side and the 
other, and, for what is worse, for perjury on the side of 
one party, when the otber is unable to give his versicn of 
the transaction. The truth is that in this class of case 
the testator seldom or never really supposes that he is 
contracting himself out of his freedom of testamentary 
disposition on the one side, and it is more than doubtful 
whether the other party on the other side really supposes 
him to be doing so. The other party really gives the ser- 
vices, or whatever the supposed consideration may be, in 
hope, and would give them none the less though there were 
no shadow of a promise. Neither party has any idea of 
acontract. The notion of a contract to make a will in 
@ particular way seems to us to run counter to the essen- 
tial idea of a will, and to its legal characteristics. The 
curious feature of it is that, according to the doctrine, it 
is immaterial whether the party makes the will agreed 
upon or not, because the law will treat his 
exactly as if it were made. Consequently there is, in 
substance, a will without any of the formalities required 
by the law. 

We anticipate what will be said in answer to this. It 
‘will be urged that in substance the effect of a contract 
to make a will in a particular way is that of an instru- 
ment inter vivos. Yor instance, a contract to leave a life 
estate, at in the case which formed our text, is in sub- 
stance @ disposition inter vivos, by which the right to a 
life estate om the death of the owner arises. But we 
anewer that the mischief involved in « form not corres- 
ponding to the reality of the transaction is, in law, very 
—_ It is of great i that the associations of 

which constitate distinct legal entities, should not 
become confused together, because such confusion 
leads to confusion, not only of nomenclature, but of 
mental intention. The difficulty of discriminating 
is cbvious, especially when the Alscrimination has 
te take place alter the death of one party, between the 


tation,” which has been much 








holding out of mere hopes and the making of legal 
promises. 

Assume that some person, by false representations of 
his testamentary intentions, gets some poor woman to 
serve him for years gratis, what is the proper attitude of 
the law on the subject? Ought the law to say, ‘‘ The 
woman shall not be deceived: the estate of the testator, 
who sailed so near the wind, and used such expressions 
as to create in the woman's minds notion that he was 
bound to leave her such and such property, shall be 
bound as if the will had been executed?” In our view, 
most distinctly and decidedly, that is not the proper 
attitude of the law. The best protection, in our opinion, 
for persons in consimili casu with the woman of our 
hypothesis, and also for the heirs and other relations of 
testators, is the distinct understanding that testamentary 
disposition is free, and that contractual obligations must 
be effectuated otherwise than by testament. We do not say 
that it is possible to hold this in the face of the decisions 
to which Stephen, J., refers, and there may undoubtedly 
be a difficulty with regard to the past, but we cannot 
help wishing that, with regard to the future, it was 
possible to re-establish the law on this footing. 








CONTINUING SURFACE 
DAMAGE, 


‘Wuerr, as in the usual case, mines of coal or iron-ore 
have been worked under leases, with liberty to deposit 
spoil and refuse upon, and to otherwise appropriate and 
injuriously affect, the surface, subject to paying com- 
pensation therefor, and where such working has been of 
long duration and the lease has been successively 
assigned or successive lessees have worked the mines, and 
in so doing have used the liberty in question, a very con- 
siderable difficulty not uncommonly arises, and is ‘likely 
to arise still more often in the immediate future, regard- 
ing the liability for the damage continuing to arise from 
the continuance of the refuse heaps and other prejudi- 
cially affected surface. Does the liability exist, and, if so, 
against whom? Is it against the working lessee or assig- 
nee for the time being, or is it a liability that is to be dis- 
tributed (subject or not to the Statute of Limitations) 
among the successive workers pro rata, necessitating an 
inquiry into the proportions in which each hasin his own 
time contributed to the cause of damage? And when 
the land is sold, may the purchaser (buying, of course, 
with notice of the condition of the land) become 
entitled, as to a right running with his purchase or other- 
wise, to any and what remedy in respect of the continuing 
damage? And when (as must eventually happen) the 
working is discontinued, but the refuse-heaps, &c., 
remain, has the landowner any right (and how is such 
right enforceable) to have the surface restored, or to 
have damages or compensation for the abiding injury, 
and upon what principle are such damages or compen- 
sation assessable ? 

These questions are becoming yearly more urgent, and 
the solution of them is not greatly aided by the existing 
law as that is to be gathered from the authorities. In 
the Wigan district, we have been credibly informed, 
these questions, or most of them, are now the subject of 
considerable controversy, and litigation is imminent, if it 
has not been actually commenced, for their settlement 
or attempted settlement. We believe that the like 
questions concern very many other mining centres. 

The most recent case (and st is not a very recent one) 
bearing mately on the subject is that of Mordue v. 
Dean, &c., of Durham (LB. 8 ©. P. $36), and that case 
may be regarded ns the leading authority where the 
question depends (as it usually docs) upon title—that is 
to my, the construction of the deed or deeds 
whereby mines are severed from the surface lands. 
And where the question does not depend upon title in the 
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gense above explained—that is, of construction—there 

‘are Me Beagle cere ay seg the common law to 

guide us, as such principles are expressed and applied in 
oon like cases as Backhouse v. Bonomi (0 HL. C. 
503) ; Nicklin v. Williams (10 Ex. 259); and Lamb v. 
Walker (26 'W. R. 775, L. R. 3 Q. B. D. 389). 

The general principle is admitted, and will not be 
questioned, that in every action the ground of which is 
injuria cum damno, the damages sustained from the 
injuria (as well the future or prospective as the past 
and present damages) must be recovered in that action 
-once for all, and no subsequent or second action will lie 
in respect of the same injuria for such future or pro- 
«spective damages, even when they have not been recovered 
‘in the original action (Clegg v. Dearden, 12 Q. B. 576); 
and this principle was re-affirmed in the decision of 
Lamb vy. Walker, by the Queen’s Bench Division, in May, 
1878 (see also Mayne on Damages, 3rd ed., pp. 84—86 ; 
-887—388). It is, however, in the application of this 
principle that (the difficulty regarding these refuse- 
heaps, &c., arises. Because, while the original deposit 
of the refuse is an injuria (at common law) or (what 
is in effect the same thing) a circumstance entitling to 
-compensation for damage (under the title), the difficulty 
is what to think of the continuance of the refuse upon 
the surface—scilicet, is such continuance like a continu- 
ing trespass, a fresh injuria or fresh circumstance in 
‘respect of which (when coupled with the damage flowing 
therefrom) a fresh cause of action arises? ‘The judg- 
ement of the Lord Chief Justice of England in Zamb v. 
Walker would be consistent with the view that the con- 
*tinuance of the refuse was a continuing injuria ; but 
the judgments of the two other judges in that case 
{Manisty and Mellor, JJ.) would not be consistent with it ; 
although, in fact, none of these judgments contain 
-anything expressly in point, the action having been one 
‘for damage resulting from the withdrawal or diminution 
‘by one landowner of the adjacent support which his land 
afforded to the land of the plaintiff (a neighbouring 
Yandowner). Also, in leases of mines with surface rights, 
the writer has not unfrequently come across provisions 
by which the annual rent payable for surface taken is 
made to extend to surface not taken under the lease, but 
taken under any previous lease or leases, 80 long as such 
land continues (not necessarily to be used as auxiliary to 
the mining operations, but) unrestored; and in all such 
leases itis very usual to insert a covenant to restore the 
surface, or else to pay the fee-simple value thereof, and 
in the meantime to continue paying the annual rent. 
“On the other hand, no such distinction as that suggested 
was attempted to be taken (judging from the reports), or 
was successfully taken, in Clegg v. Dearden, where the 
act from which the damage flowed was an injuria in 
the strict and proper sense of the word; and regarding 
the case of Mordue v. Dean, &c., of Durham, where the 

vact from which the damage flowed was one wrongful in 
‘iteelf, but under the title whereby the mines and lands 
‘were severed rendered rightful, it is carrying that case too 
far to say either that it is against, or that it is in favour 
of, the distinction we have suggested. Bovill, O.J., does 
indeed remark that, with respect to an old pit-shaft 
existing at the date of the conveyance, ‘ no compensa- 
tion could be claimed for its mere continuance tn 
existence’; but then that case also decided that the 
«ompensation for damage recoverable was to be estimated 
with reference to the value of the land for any purpose, 
and that the compensation was to include damage by 
geverance or otherwise, and not merely the value of the 
land actually taken. 


Is it possible that the distinotion we have suggested 
does not hold good in respect of a trespass or other tn- 
‘ pent emt oc amg called (Clegg v. Dearden), 

ut that it does hold good in respect of acts which 
(subject to the liability for damage or for compensation) 
are rightfal and not 1 acta, in respect that they 
-are acts flowing out of ownership, or are acts rendered 
‘right by contract or by grant? Some corroboration of 





this suggested view is to be found in Aspden v. Seilion 
23'W. RB. 580, L. R. 10 Ch. 394) in the judgments of 
gohan er mebceatnore:gnanmemaae 6 
Regarding the other questions proposed in this article, 
the answer depends more or less in the case of each upon 
the opinion which may eventually prevail in regard 
the principal question above discussed; but one thing 
appears to be certain, that the right to damages or even 
to compensation is a chose in action so faras regards all 
damage occasioned prior to the purchase deed; 
sequently, that such right, so far as regards 
damage, does not pass to the purchaser as portion or 
as incidental to, his land, although of course he may ac- 
quire the chose in action by special agreement with his 
— and obtain an express assignment thereof from 
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REVIEWS. 


ACTION IN THE COMMON LAW DIVISIONS. 


Précis or an Action at Common Law, SHOWING aT A 
GLaNcE THE ProceDURE UNDER THE JuUDICATOKE Acts 
anp Rorgs my an AcTion rmx THe Quzen’s Bewcu, 
Common Preas, ann Excueqver Drvisions oF THE 
Hicx Covrr or Justice. By Hersezr E. Boru, 
Solicitor. Butterworths. 


Mr. Boyle has put into a very short compass the pro- 
ceedings in a common law action, and by ingenious 
arrangements as to type, he brings the various steps very 
clearly before the reader. The book can hardly fail to 
be of service to the student. The Rules.of Court appear, 
from the passages we have examined, to be carefully 
condensed, and occasional references are given to cases. 
The. book appears to us to be executed with more than 


average care. 





*,* We have received another letter from our inde- 


abandon all his objections to our review of his book except 
two. (1) He says, ‘‘I said [i.c., in his last letter] that in 
Burdick v. Garrick there was no proof that the person ia the 
fiduciary position had made interest or profit on the money in 
his hands, It is no refutation of this to say that he made 
use of the money. It is common eaough for the use 
money to result, not in profit, bat in logs. i 
Garrick says it is not necessary that, in order 
executor with interest on money in his hand 
prove that he has made a profit; it is enough 
one.” 
the 


ay 
Sad 


wrongful retainer he might heve made 
sentence Mr. Walker kindly supplies 
former criticism. There being proof that 
used the trust funds, that was tantamount, as 
trustee’s lability, to proof that he had made a 
them, for where a trustee engaged in trade “ 
the trust fand, as in Burdick v. Garrick, by paying it 
his own account at his bankers, he is 

have made trade profits. As Romilly, M.R., said in Pittiams 
v. Poweld (15 Baav., at p. 469), “the burden fies om the 
executor to show that, in fact, he has aot had benefit in his 
trade from this increased balance at his bankers.” 
not know that we need say more on this singularly wnim- 
portant point than thank Mr. Walker for explaining oar 
meaning. 

But (2) Mr. Walker wishes to state that in our review 
a , a8 the source from whieh he eaght te have 
aware of the Indian Act of 1874, only the article in 
Soxrcrrors’ Jovanar for 1878." We beg to say that 
did not make any suggestion whatever in eur review a3 
the only source from whieh Mr. Walker oaght te 
been aware of that Act, but we did suggest in our 
to his letter that if he had either read the 
cites, or had taken the trouble to look 
he could have foand local Indian Acts referred to 
would have given him sufficient i 

the help of the 
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Walker has two objections to offer. First, the local Acts 
mentioned in Lewin were repealed in 1855. What on earth 
does it matter? We did not say that Mr. Walker ought to 
have quoted the local Acts, but that the mention of 
these Acts in Lewin might have enabled Mr. Walker to find 
his way to the Act in force, Secondly, Mr. Walker 
says the chronological table of the Indian Statutes 
‘© was not received in Lineoln’s-inn Library till some six or 
seven weeks after his manuscript had been committed to the 
press.” This is too absurd. Have matters really come to 
such a pass that text-book writers are to be excused from 
bring to find a statute because, forsooth, the chronological 

bad not been received at the nearest library? How 
long would it have taken Mr. Walker either to walk to the 
British Museum Library, or to drop a note on the subject to 
the India Office ? 





CORRESPONDENCE. 


BANKRUPTCY LEGISLATION. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—I observe from the Queen’s Speech that the 
House of Commons will, during the present session, be 
asked to consider “ measures for the further reform of 
the law of bankruptcy.” 

I think it will be at once admitted, that if any system 
could be devised whereby a considerable saving in the 
realization of the estates of liquidating debtors or bank- 
rupts could probably be effected, the interests of the 
commercial world must be materially benefited. 

With this object in view, I venture to offer the follow- 
ing suggestions :— 

1. In every large town in England and Wales, being a 
local centre possessing bankruptcy jurisdiction, there 
should be established a thoroughly competent official 
accountant, with a proper and sufficient staff of assist- 
ants, all to be appointed by Government at fair salaries. 
The duties of such accountant and assistants to con- 
sist :— 

(a.) Of the preparation of petition, affidavit, request, 
and list of creditors, &c., on behalf of any debtor desiring 
to present such petition in person. In cases where the 
services of a receiver and manager are needed, the 
Government accountant to fill that position. 

(b.) In all cases (that is to say, whether the debtor 
employs a solicitor or not) the official accountant to 
prepare the statement of affairs for the statutory first 
meeting, and to take the trusteeship in the event of 
resolutions for liquidation being passed ; to receive and 

i composition, if same accepted by the creditors, 

_ and, generally to realize (in liquidation); to declare a 
dividend upon, and to close every estate in the most ex- 
peditious manner, and all this free of expense. I would 
not dispense with a committee of inspection, where 
liquidation is reeolved upon, but the same relation as now 
exists to a trustee should be continued as to the official 


| 


(¢.) The solicitor filing the petition to register all re- 
passed ; to act as solicitor to the trustee, the 
committee of inspection, and the estate, and to take all 
such other steps as might be necessary and such as 
ate usual under the Act and Rules now in force. Such 
solicitor to be entitled, as heretofore, to his conte, to be 


2. It will at once be asked by those conversant with 
the subject, From what fund is the expense of the 
employment of Government accountants and clerks to be 
Gclinyea? My anewer is, let the stamp duty payable 
every petition, affidavit, request, and list of 

gamting, application, summons, ad valorem on 
registration A resolutions, om assets or composition, ke., 
be slightly increased—that is to say, the scale of fees to 
be revised to meet and cover the necessary outlay to be 
the Govermment—ty., upon « Maquidation 
way £1 10s, instead of £1; on on affidavit 


i 
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(filing) 1s. 6d. in place of 1s.; upon request and list of 
creditors, say 6d. a creditor instead of 3d.; postage on 
all circulars 1d. instead of 03d., and so on, as to every 
stamp in fair proportion of increase. 

8. Assuming the plan I have mentioned to be adopted, 
I think it not too much to say that there would be no 
loss occasioned to the revenue. I believe it would be 
found to be the reverse. 

4, But the most important of all results would, I feel 
persuaded, be achieved. I mean by this that account. 
ants and trustees’ charges would absolutely and entirely 
disappear, and every estate would, as a necessary con- 
sequence, gain greatly by the change, while, as to the 
small additional imposition of stamp duty, I cannob 
believe that any estate would seriously feelit. Further- 
more, in my judgment, what is called “touting for 
proxies” would cease, because the inducement to an 
accountant to obtain the post of trustee (in some 
instances a lucrative one) would no longer exist, as in 
every case the official accountant would hold that office. 

I trust that you will not consider this communication: 
too lengthy ior insertion. My apology for troubling you 
with this letter must be the importance of the subject. 

Leicester, Jan. 10. x. 





OPTION TO PURCHASE, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—I read with great interest your recent article om 
the effect of the insertion in alease of an option to pur- 
chase on the devolution of real estate under the lessor's 
will; but it seems to me that the important distinction 
which is made when a testator specifically devises or sets- 
out in detail his property is not noticed. I gather from 
the cases that the effect of this particularising of the 
property would be that it would pass according to the 
limitations of the will which would have been applic- 
able to the property in case there had been no sale, If 
this is a wrong assumption I shall be glad to be set 
right. 

Manchester. Wa. Barnett. 

[We were not referring to the case of a specific de- 
vise.—Eb. S.J.] 








On Monday week, Lord Gifford, one of the judges 
of the Second Division of the Court of Session in Scot- 
= a paralytic seizure, which seriously affected his 
speech, 


In the House of Commons, on Tuesday, Sir R. Cross asked 
the First Lord of the Treasury whether he would take 7 
to insure to the House an opportunity of discussin e 
Order in Council abolishing the offices of Lord Chief Justice 
of the Common Pleas and Lord Chief Baron, recently laid 
upon the table of the House, before that order should become 
law. Mr. Gladstone admitted that this was a grave ques- 
tion, which had a claim on their consideration when it be-« 
came necessary to deal with it. ‘The order had been on the 
table only four days, and as twenty-five days had yet to 
elapse before it became law, he hoped the right hon. gentle- 
man would be eo kind os to communicate with him so that 
the subject might be discussed at a time that might be con- 
venient, 


In connection with the Bill to consolidate and amend the 
law relating to the property of married women, in relation 
to which a notice was given in the House of Commons by 
Mr. Hinde Palmer, Q.C., on the first day of the session, & 
deputation waited upon the Lord Chancellor on Tuesday at 
his private room in the House of Lords, The deputation 
consisted of Mr. Jacob Bright, M.P., Mr, Arthur Arnold, 
M.P., and Sir Arthur Hobhouse, and was introduced by Mr. 
Hinde Palaer. In the course of « prolonged interview, the 
— of the proposed measure were discussed, The 

4 Chancellor expressed a desire for the opportunity of 
further considering the clauses of the measure, and pro- 
mined that he would then consult with the promoters of 
the — as to ite provisions and ite progress in Parlia~ 
men 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Practicr—OrriciaAL REFEREE—MOTION TO RESCIND 
Drrections—Costs.—In a case of Underhay v. Smith, before 
the Master of the Rolls on the 11th inst., a motion was 
made by the defendants to rescind certain directions given 
by the official referee as to the mode of ascertaining a loss in 
certain partnership accounts. The question invoived the 
construction of the partnership articles, and was of some 
complexity, and eventually the Master of the Rolls rescinded 
‘the directions given. The defendants then asked for the 
costs of the motion, and the plaintiffs submitted that the 
costs should be made costs in the action, as in eftect the 
motion was similar to a summons for the direction of the 
judge as to the mode of taking the accounts, and was for the 

enefit of all parties. Jxsszt, M.R., however, held that a 

uestion of substance had been decided in the defendants’ 

vour on appeal from the official referee ; and he therefore 
gave the applicants the costs of the motion.—SoticiTors, 
Law, Hussey, § Hulbert ; Fladgate, Smith, & Fladgate, 





PracricE—LEAvE TO Serve Notice or MorioN wiTH 
‘tHE Writ—Power oF CuieF CLERK TO GRANT SAME— 
ORDER IN CuaMBERS—DRAWING UP OF ORDER—RULEs OF 
Court, 1875, orp. 63, R. 8.—In a case of Conacher v. Con- 
acher, also before the Master of the Rolls on the 11th inst., 
4 motion was made for an injunction, and it appeared that 
leave to serve short notice of motion had purported to 
have been given by one of the chief clerks by his initialling 
an informal document applying for the same. An objection 
‘was taken that the motion could not be brought on, no 
proper leave having in fact, been given, as the chief clerk had 
no jurisdiction to give the same. By the notices issued as 
“to the Christmas Vacation it is stated that ‘‘ applications for 
eave to give short or other special notice of motion may be 
made at the chambers of the Vice-Chancellor Malins,”’ and 
the notices then specify that the brief of counsel in case of 
sargency is to be sent tothe judge. It appeared that the chief 
clerk’s leave had not been drawn up as an order. JEssEL, 
M.R., was of opinion that the matter was entirely irregular, 
and that the chief clerk had no power, under ord. 53, r. 8, 
to give the leave. The proper way was for the brief of 
counsel to be sent to the judge in the usual way, and for the 
judge to make the order. If the order had been drawn up 
giving the leave, it would then have been a different thing, 
as such order, though made in chambers, was in form made 
by the judge, and no person could go behind the order. As 
no leave had been given to serve the notice, the motion 
must stand over, and no injunction could be granted that 
day.—Soxricirors, Layton ¢ Jaques: Van Sandaw & 
Cumming. 
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OBITUARY. 


MR, CHARLES DRUCE, 


Mr. Charles Druce, solicitor (the head of the firm of 
‘Druce, Sons, & Jackson), of 10, Billiter-square, who was 
almost the oldest practising solicitor in London, died on the 
10th inst., in his eighty-ninth year. Mr. Drace was the son of 
Mr, Charles Druce, solicitor, clerk to the Inn-Holders’ Com- 

ny, and was born in 1792. He was admitted a solicitor 

n 1814, and bad practised for sixty-six years in Billiter- 
Square. He was formerly in partnership with his father, 
and with bis brother, Mr. John Druce, and more recently he 
wag associated with his sons, Mr, Charles Claridge Druce, the 
vice-president of the Lnoorporated Law Society for the —— 
year, and Mr. Alexander Claridge Druce, who is now 
#lerk to the Inn-Holders’ Company and receiver of Dal- 
wich College, and also with Mr. Arthur Jackson, Mr. 
Druce was solicitor to Dulwich Colloge, aud he had a very 
large mercantile practice in the city of London, He was 
one of the oldest surviving mombers of the Tnoorporated 
Law Society, and was for many years a member of the 
committee of the Motropolitan and Provincial Law Associa- 
tion, Mr. Goorgo Druce, Q.0., of the Chancery bar, who 
was killed by a fall from his horse about twelve years 
Ago, was the second son of the deceased. 
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LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


COUNCIL OF LEGAL EDUCATION. 
Hirary Epucationat Term, 1881, 


Prospectus of the Lectures of the Professors.—The Professor 
of Roman Law will, during the ensuing educational term, 
deliver a course of twelve lectures on the Roman law of 
persons and family relations considered historically and 
compared with the English law. The first lecture will be 
delivered on Thursday, January 13, 1881, at 2.30 p.m. 
The subsequent lectures on the above subject will be 
delivered on Mondays and Thursdays at the same hour. 

Equity.—The Professor of Equity will, during the en- 
suing educational term, deliver a coarse of twelve lectures 
upon “the conflict or variance between equity and common 
law, with reference to the same matters.” The first lecture 
will be delivered on Wednesday, January 12, 1881, at 
4.15 p.m., and the subsequent lectures at the same hour 
on Fridays and Wednesdays. 

Law of Real and Personal Property.—The Professor of 
the Law of Real and Personal’Property will deliver, daring 
the ensuing educational term, twelve lectures, being “au 
introductory course on real property law, with special 
reference to tenures, estates, and the different modes. of 
assurance of real property.” 


Nors.—This course is intended to be preparatory to a course 
of lectures on the law of “‘ vendors and purchasers of real 
estate.” 


The first lecture will be delivered on Friday, January 
14, 1881, at 3.5 p.m. The subsequent lectures will be 
delivered on Toesdays at 4 p.m., and on Fridays at 
3.5 p.m. 

Common Law.—The Professor of Common Law will, 
during the ensuing educational term, deliver twelve lec- 
tures, being the first of three courses of lectures, on the 
principles of the law of torts. The first lecture will be 
delivered on Thursday, January 13, 1881, at 415 p.m. 
The subsequent lectures will be dehvered on Mondays and 
Thursdays at the same hoar. 


Nots.—In December next there will be four examinations, 
one in the subject of the lectures given by each 
on as mera mentioned) to all students who haveduri 

e year 1881 attended the lectures of any of the 
no student will be admitted to the examination apron subjects 
of the lectures of any professor unless he shall have attended 
least two-thirds of the lectures given during the year by 
professor. No student will be admitted to more than 
examinations; and no student who shall have obtained 
studentship will be admitted to any such examination. 

After the examinations the following prizes will,- on the 
commendation of the committee, be given (that is to say) :— 
To the students who shall have passed the best inati 
in the subjects of the lectures of each professor, first prime, £50 ; 
second prize, £25 ; third a £15; fourth prize, $10; and a 
firet and second prize of £70 and £30, respectively, to the 
students who obtain the greatest regate number of marks in 
the examination in the subjects of the lectures given by any two 

of the professors, 

No student will be entitled to more than one prize, bat a 
student will receive the a of the highest value to which he 


shall appear to be entitl 
to pa powermnact eB Spa 
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The committee will not be obliged 
above prizes to be awarded, if the result of the examination 
such, as in their opinion, will not justify sch recommendation. 
UNIVERSITY OF LONDON, 
1861. 
Frast Lx. B. Exaaanatron, 
PASS LIST. 
inst Division. 
Bennett, Arthur Henry.—Private tuition, 
Brown, Robert Weir.—Gray's Ina and private stady, 
Ryang, John.—University College of Wales, 
Harris, David Lewis,—Downing College, Cambridge. 
Hoddinott, Benjamin, B.A.—Private stady, 
Holah, Arthur.— Private tuition. 
Lithiby, John, —Private tuition. 
Reinhardt, Walter Hope,—Private study, 
Shaw, Marmaduke Spicer.—Private study. 
Usher, Samuel Lawry,—Private study, 





Wertheimer, Jobu,—Private study, 
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Second Division, 
Batten, John Dickson.—Trinity College, Cambridge: 
— Edward Pinder — Private study. is 
sor, Frederic illiam.—Leys School, Cambrid, and 
Jesus College, Oxford. : " 
Hickman, Walter Richard John.—Private study. 
Hussey-W: Valeatine John.—Private tuition, 
Stevens, John Edward.—Private study. 
Stevenson, George Frederick.— Private study, 
Sugden, Robert John.—Private study. 
Upjohn, Arthur Ritchie.—Private study. 
te, George, B.A.—St. John’s, Battersea, and Middle 
Temple, 
Srconp Lu.B. Examination. 
First Division, 


Barrs, Henry Hollier Hood.—Private study. 
Lawrance, Hamilton Edward.—Private study. 
— Nathaniel, B.A.—University College and private 
Na ier Thomas Bateman.—Private study. 
Robinson, Alfred.—Private study. 
vn hn, William Henry.—Gray’s Inn. 
Etiam , Harry Montague.—Private study. 
Second Division. 
Alger, George Herbert.—Brighton College and private study. 
Bloomer, Charles Edward.— Private study. id 
Cross, William Charles Henry.—Private study. 
Daphne, Pasco.—Private study. 
Oldfield, Herbert Rooke.—Private study. 
Pope, Reginald Barrett.—Private study. 
Sewell, John Thomas Beadsworth.— University College and 
private study. 
Simmons, Samuel Mark, B.A.—Private study. 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY, 


At the quarterly meeting on January 11, Mr. C. BH. 
Barry in the chair, Mr. Arthur James and Mr, W. St, 
Leonards Chubb were elected members of the society. Mr. 
¥. T. Green was elected a member of the committee in the 
place of Mr. Spiers, elected to the office of reporter. The 
treasurer laid before the meeting a list of unpaid fives and 
subscriptions, and the secretary read a statement of the 
—- of the society during the preceding quarter. 

. remainder of the evening was taken up in the disous- 
sion of a motion brought forward by the treasurer for the 
establishment of s prize for an essay to be competed for by 
members of the society, but no resolution was come to on 
the The following particulars are taken from the 
statement of the secretary above referred to. The quarter 
commenced on the 26th of October and terminated on the 
14th of December, during which time the society held 
eight meetings, one of which was devoted to a debate with 
the United Law Students’ Society. Twenty new members 

were elected, and three members had resigned. The average 
attendance at the meetings was twenty-seven, the highest 
number at any one meeting being thirty-six, and the 
lowest seventeen. The average number of speakers was 
nine, and of voters twenty. 


THE UNITED LAW STUDENTS?’ SOCIETY. 

A meeting of this society was held at Clement’s-inn, on 
Wednesday, the 12th inst., Mr. W. Dowson in the 
chair. After the transaction of private business, the subject 
of debate was opened by Mr. H. E. M. Donner in the nega- 
tive, who was suppo by Meesrs. Foy. Wade, and Kains- 
Jackson, and opposed by Messrs. Maclaren, Acland, and 
Bartrum. The opener replied, and upon a division the 
motion on the paper was decided in the negative by a 
majority of four votes. The oo for debate on Wednes- 
day, the 19th inst., will be: “ this meeting regards 
with satisfaction the measures proposed by the Government 
with reference to Ireland.” 








At the Central Criminal Court, on Monday, Mr. James 
Grayson, a solicitor, was tried on an indictment charging 
him with having committed wilful and corrupt perjury in 
affidavits sworn by him in some bankruptcy 

The case eventually broke down, and a formal verdict of 
acquittal was taken. 








LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr, ArrHur Cxatxrinor, solicitor, of Hanley, Uttoxeter, 
and Burslem, bas been appointed Registrar of the Barslem. 
County Court (Circuit No, 26). Mr. Challinor hasbeen for- 
some time deputy-registrar of the courts lately held at Han-- 
ley, Burslem, and Tunstall. He was admitted a solicitor in 
1875, and is also town clerk and clerk of the peace for the- 
borough of Hanley. 

Mr, Henry Wittiam Cairrs, Q.C., has been elected 
Treasurer of the Honourable Society of the Middle Temple- 
for the present year. 

Sir Harpince Sraniey Girrarp, Q.C., M.P., has been. 
elected Treasurer of the Honourable Society of the Inner 
Temple for the present year. 


Mr. Wiii1aM James Henry, solicitor (of the firm of Burn-- 
ham & Henry), of Wellingborough, has been appointed a 
Perpetual Commissioner for Northamptonshire for taking the 
Acknowledgments of Deeds by Married Women. 


Mr. GzorcE LzapBeTsr Winaare, of 84, Angel-court,. 
Throgmorton-street, London, solicitor, has been appointed 
a Perpetual Commissioner for taking Acknowledgments of 
Deeds to beexecuted by Married Women. 


Mr. Jonn Epwarp WIxK1ns, barrister, has been appointed. 
Secretary to the Royal Commission as to the Laws for the 
Measurement of Tonnage. Mr. Wilkins was called to the 
bar at the Ioner Temple in Hilary Term, 1854, and he isa 
member of the Northern Circuit. 


et 


DISSOLUTIONS OF PARTNERSHIPS. 


Water Hornsiower and Tertius Joun Hapuey, solici-- 
tore, 28, Waterloo-street, Birmingham (Hornblower & Had- 
ley). Jan. 1, 

Wruiram Perkins} and Francis Henry Canpy, solici- 
tors, 6, Albion-terrace, Southampton (Wm. Perkins & Candy)... 
Dec. 31. (Gazette, Jan. 7, 1881. 





COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 


Jour Stock ComMPaANrns. 


Limrrep ry CHANCERY. 

Crry or Brunswick Tramways Company, Liurrsp.—Petition for 
winding up, presented Jan 4, directed to be heard before Bacon, . 
V.C., on Jan 15. Terrell, Lombard, st, solicitor for the ioner 

EcciesHitn Worstsp Minn Company, Limirep.-—Petition for 
windin presented Dec 22, directed to be heard before the 

22. Paterson and Co, Lincoln’s inn fields, agents for 
Gardiner and Jeffery, Bradford, solicitors for the petitioners 

GRAVESEND AND NoRTHFLEET Co-oPERaTive Stores, LIMITED.— 
Petition for winding up presented Dec 20, directed to be heard 
before the M.R, on Jan 15, Crundall and Co, Cannonst, solicitors 
for the petitioners 

Loxponw AgRaTED anD Muyzeat Waters Company, Liwirep.— 


Petition for winding up, presented Jan 6, directed to be heard 
before the M.R. on Jan 15. Chinery and Go, Fenchurch st, soli- 


[ Gazette, Jan.7.],; 
Untrmirep in Caanozry. 


Malins, V.C., has by an order dated Dec 16, appointed Wm. Philp, 
to i tors or 


Bodmin, official liquidator. Credi are on 
before Feb 10, to send their names and addresses, the 
lars of their debts and claims to the above. Feb 21 at 12 is ap- 


fi i icati the debts and : 
pointed for hearing and adjudicating upon + are 


Frrewpty Socterizs Dissoivep, 
——— Farenptx Socrsty, Sun Inn, Barkstone, Leicester. 
‘an 
FPanxiscowizs Suypax-scHooL Sicx Socrery, Feniscowles, Lan-- 
caster. Jan 4 
e (Gazette, Jan. 7.] 


Ferxpix Sociury, Swan Inn, High st, Stony Stratford. Jan6_ 
[Gaseste, Jan. 11.7 
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CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
LAST DAY OF PROOF. 


BagBer, Georce Wittiam WuritentaD, Sclater st, Bethnal Green, 
ae ee Feb 15. Barber v Barber, V.C. Hall. By- 


field, G: 
BaumE, Preere Josgra CELESstTIN, cll. James, East. Brixton. 
Feb 14. Piquerez v Baume, V.C. Hall. ya ee 
Bottox, Witt1am Joun, Fe ree ficut-Gol Ra. Fe 7. Robbins 
v Bolton, V.C. Malins. Robbins, ’s inn 


Batt, EDWARD Sess, Burland, Eastrington, LJ ay Feb 

on ig ar ok V.C. Hall. Hollit, = aE | onl vO. 
ARTER, ZIuLaH, Storrington, Sussex. Feb 1. v ting, 
Hall. Mant, Storrin; 

Cavatrgro, Henry Lxorotp, Minories: Feb 1. Cavaliero v 

oe a S edseten, emioahien a . Jen Lae 
BRAWLEY, THOMAS baston, Birmingham, Gen an 
v Manton, V.C. Malins. Horton, Birmingham 

Douneer, Hewey, Swaffham, Norfolk, Gent. Jan 31. Dunger v 
Jones, V.C. Hall. Carew, ‘Southampten st, Bloomsbury 

GrrmspaLz, Hewry, Parr st, New North rd, Gent. Jan 26. Grims- 
dale v Hyland, V.C. Bacon. Lane, Gresham st 

Groom, ADELAIDE, Guildford st, Russell sq. Jan 28. Groom v 

V.0. Hall. Durant, Guildhall chmbrs, Basinghall st 

Hewry WItitaM GrorG@r, Marquess of Anglesey. Albert mansions, 
Victoria st. Feb 17. Skinner vy Marquess of Anglesey, V.C. Hall. 
Lowe, Temple gardens 

Listgr, —_ Sunderland, Ship Owner. Feb7. Davies v Lister, 
M.R. Bowey, Sunderland 

Marstanp, Cuarwes, Stockport Coens Jan 31, Marsland v 
Thorp, V.C. Malins. Reddish, Stoc 

Srarvroy, Jonny, Hamilton rd, islington, Job og Jan 25, 
ena 5 mteegg ore beng Mills, 9 ng 

Wes, James, Bowmoor, Ilminster, Somerset, Baker. Jan 29. 
Webb v Webb, V.C. Malins. Baker, 

Yarpuery, CHARLES ALBERT, Mgrs pl. Bayswater, Blind Manu. 

rer. Jan 24. Hudson v Yardley, V.C. Bacon, Andrew, 
Great James st, Bedford row 
[ Gazette, Dec. 31.] 


Hancock, Freprxicx, Fenton, Stafford, Beerseller. Jan3l. Han- 
cock v Hancock, V.C. Hall. Tennant and Co, Hanley 
(Gazette, Jan, 4. 





CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 25. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 
—- Rozert, Appleby, Westmoreland, Esq. Jan17. Heelis, 


ArpeEn, Colonel WILLIAM, a—— Hall, Yoxall, Stafford. Feb 1. 
Je and Co, Burton-on-' 

Aytour, IZABETH om = Be : eae Pimlico. Jan 30, Lake 
and Co, New sq, Lincoln’s i: 

Beteee Lome EvizaBEtH, King’s Lynn. Feb 8. Partridge and Co, 


King’ 
Bguuas, ne. y. Pam 8 leby. s 15. Heelis, Appleby 
Boyan, Riowarp, i gg 7 Jeweller. Jon’ 3 20. Sharpley 


Bureett, Caarres Jamus, Ni Monmouth, Feb 12 
Cantus, Leroi , Sutton-in-Ashfield, Nottingham. Feb 28, Maltby, 


daamek Right Hon. Sir ALexanpxr Jamzs Epavunp, Hertford st, 
; pease Bart, G.C.B, Marchl. Ranken-Ford, South sq, Gray’s 


Conrmnure, ieee Jamzs, Swansea, Slate Merchant. Feb 1. 
ue, Swansea 
ona GrorGe Bopmay, Ashton-on-Mersey, Chester, Gent. Feb 
3. Marlow and Dixon, Manchester 
hy Txomas, Worksop, Nottingham, Retired Machine Maker. 
Feb Coulson, Wor’ aeeatinn = -_ 
RRis, Leamington Priors, Warwick, Gent. 
Field and Sons, Leamington 
Granim, Geores, Sussex gdns, Hyde park, Esq. Feb 10. Neish 
‘owell, W: 
Grist, WILLIAM, 
st 


Kent, Farmer. Feb 28, Dover 
=> Confectioner. Toot Hern 
oor; 


gate 
Grover, Danixt, Sevenoaks, Builder. Feb 22. Palmer, — 
Gwrun,| Daw1et, Beaufort, Monmouth, Grocer. Jan 15. Price, 


— oo. Northallerton, York, Bank Agent. Jan 20. Waistell, 
Honeso, Ropgrt, Westerdale Yarm, York, Farmer. Febi1. Todd 
and Harri: Hartlepool 


Gray, Wiiu1au, FE; 


son, 

=> RicwaRp GreEznwoop, Harwich, Essex, Hotel Proprietor. 
Feb 1. Russell and Co, Old Jewry 

3 OSBPR, ee oe Retired Merchant. Jan 31. Levirton, 


Lae P — Whimple st, Plymouth. Jan 31. Levirton, Bishops- 
4 )—ococcmaee Carnarvon. Feb 7. Minshall and Co, 


ea Tomas, Buckland, Dover, Gent. Feb 28. Claris, Dove 
oe Mary Anna Paota Gruserra, Carlton hill, St, John’s 

Jan 31. Arnold and 
aananss Josten, we Heslerton , Xork, Esq. Feb 1. 
Bn bang? Frere Has Gent. Feb 2s. Claris, Dover 
Prircnarp, MATTHEW, Liangattoc ba A od Monmouth, Yeoman. 
March 15. Wai Poni 


Pyorort, ANNA, ng, Berks. 


Rravz, Joux Pagx, Torquay, Esq. Feb 8 Minet and cy New 


Feb 7. Fortune, Chancery lane - 








Rzrvoups, Ricnarp, Leyton, Essex, Coachman. Feb 15. Chester 

amen, Anvas ~~ Vinee Painter. Feb1. Gardiner, 
FRED THOMAS, ry. 

"3 lane, Lombard st 3 : 


Sh ela Piageanapi Feb 8, 


RusseL1, Wines 
Garrard and Co, Pall 
+ Joun Henry Davrp, Queen 


rogue aime, Sos gdns, South Kensington, ; 
Jan 30. Wordsworth and Co, eadneedle st 
om, Tuomas, Falsgrave, York, Gent. Feb 1. Simpson, New 


Sruart, Davip, Tunbridge Wells, Licensed. Victualler. Feb 14, 
Cripps and Sons, Tunbrid, Wells 

Syenzenes, Ricwarp, Well st, Cripplegate, Shoe Manufacturer 
Feb1. Wells, Paternoster row 

TEASDALE, Tuomas, Dufton House, Westmoreland, Gent.. Jan 15. 
Heelis, Appleby 

Vurnoy, Rev. Witn1am Harpy, Wootton, Bedford. Feb 1. Holt 
and Son, Russell sq 

Watnwnienut, Witiiam, Bardsley, Ashton-under-Lyne, Gardener. 
Jan 19. Toy and Broadbent, Ashton-under-Lyne 

Witiisms, Grores Artuur, Cheltenham, Bookseller. July 1. 


Wheeler, Cheltenham 
[ Gazette, Dec. 24 
Arxrnsoy, Aric, Felling, Durhrm. Feb 1. Harle and Co, New- 


castle-on-Tyne 

mae, oa he Winchester, Builder. Jan 14, Adams and Co, 

ae Ee _ «ill Colchester, Essex. Feb 22. Howard and Co, 
‘olchi 

Brapsury, THomas Swanwick, Cheltenham, Gent. Jan 29. Gale, 
Cheltenham 


Ciarx, Epwarp, Thornley Colliery, Durham, Butcher. Feb 28, 
Stokoe, Sunderland 

Compton, CuagtxEs, Bracknell, Berks, Coach Builder. Jan 30. 
Rooke and Son, Bedford row 

Evans, JOHN Laws, Linndyessl, Cardigan, Corn Merchant. Jan 

oes EDMUND, Appledram, Sussex, Farmer. Feb 3. Sowton, - 

chester 
— Exiza, Lower Tooting, Ironmonger. Jan 30, Stoneham 
Legge, Philpot lane 

asenae Witt, — st, Regent’s park, Chemist. Feb 3, 
Toller and Sons, > Commons 

HEnpErson, Rev. Wieesan Lawes, nets Bush. Feb 1, 
Hardisty and Rhodes, Great Marlborough 

Hiy1z, ALExaNnDER, Langford pl, St. Jokn’s Wood. Feb 7. Hollams 
and Co, Mincing lane 

Hussite, Witi1aMm, St. Leonard’s-on-Sea, Gent. Feb1. Hicks and 
Arnold, Wellington st. Strand 

KErrELWELt, Apam Stuart, a omen sq, Camberwell, Shipbroker. 
Feb1. Plews and Co, lane 

Locxrzr, GEORGE, sen. Deptford, Kent, Chemist. Feb 7. Lockyer, 


Deptford 
Lows Epwarp Wit1am Detancy, Up = Be st, Major-Gen., 
C.B. Febl. Taylor and Co, Bedfo: 
MarsHaLtt, Jouy, Tweedmouth, Beowick- mapon-Tweed, Farmer. 
Jan 31, Douglas, Berwick-upon-Tweed 
my Pabenns —_— Tranmere, Cheshire, Gent. Jan 23. Forrest, 
ve: 
Seanssnoox, Mary, i Raeataie, Oxford. Feb 1. Faulkner and 
SHEPHERD, eek ‘Oime, Lower Sutton, Devon, Yeoman. Feb 3. 
, Kingsbridge 
Stwctam, Omarsorre Awn, Balham: park rd, Belbem. Feb 1, 
an and Co, Bedford row 
= Watls, Be bo = A apa St. Albans, Hertford, Gent. Jan 17. 
el 


siren, (ny ell Whitechapel. Botanic Druggist. Jan 
Loe , Deptford “y 


atesee TLLIAM Epwazrp, Guildford. Feb 10. Milne and Co, 
Ww J ANTO oan Den France. Feb 28. Burgoynes and 
Est, JULIE INETIEB, Pau, 
Co, Oxford st ; 


[ Gazette, Dec. 28.] 


Carrer, Nancy, All Saints, Southampton. Febl. Bassettand Co, 
Southampton 

CurrrivpaLe, Jony, Margate, Esq. Feb1. Hewitt, Nicholas lane 

Dracxstant, Grorer Cxaries, Hanover, Germany, Manufac- 
turer. March 25. Broomhead and Oo, 5S 

Ferrer, Joun, York, Whitesmith. Jan 12. Cobb, York 

Se am, Beaufort, Brecon, Grocer. Jan 15. Price, 


Hasrine, James, Marton-in-Cleveland, York, Farmer. Feb 17, 
Dodds and Co, Stockton-on-Tees 

Hutcuines, Henry Burpow, cme: New South Wales, Civil 
Engineer. Jan 31. ms gs, Bournemouth 

Karsrine, Cxartzs, W' imembarg sty Clap st, Clapham, Doorkeeper, House 
of Lords, Feb 4. ae oe emt te 

Lxzs, Jamus, Hope-within-Pendleton, Manchester, Gent. March 1, 
Wood and Co, Manchester 

Liorp, Tuomas, Kidderminster, Worcester, Gent. Feb 1. Talbot, 
Kidderminster 

Pscx, —— Camden Town, Esq. Feb 28. Shepheard and 

Puppy, Jomn, Weukon, Somerset, Gent. Feb 2. Poole, Bridg- 

Smupr, Ropgrt Lvarp, Mates Ightham, Kent, Major, H.M.’s Army, 
Feb 1. Johnsons and Co, Austin Friars 

pg Sa Society of Licensed 
commons 


Stanrogp, Joun Fuxpszaick, North bank, Regeut’s park, Barrister- 
‘w.. March 25.. Cree and Son, & inn sq 
a Jouy, ye York, Bank . Febl. Harrop 
(Gazette, Dec. 31.} 


Amopzo, ALEssanDro —— North Shields Shipbroker. March 1, 
Whitehorn, North Shi 
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Aypzews, Ann, Otley, York. Feb 4. Cranswick, Leeds. 

Axpzews, Tomas, Wednesbury, Staffordshire, Builder. Feb 26. 
Duignan and Co, Walsall 

— Josrrn, ‘Harrow-on.the-Hill, Farmer. Feb 1, Dommett, 


resham st 
Bentisx, Jawxs, Cheshunt, Herts, J.P. Feb15, Gedge, Old Palace 


yard 
Best, Rev Txomas, Redrice, Andover. Jan 31. Dimond and Son, 
Cavendish sq . 
= Ricnarp Boeuverst, Chatham. Feb 28, Reworth and 
ter 


oodgate, Roches: 
bie ie Epwazp, Southampton, Gent. March 1. Bassett and Co, 


ac age — Frowerr, Bristol, Solicitor. March 1. Fussell and 

0, Bristo! i 

Gapp, Heyer, Chichester, Gent. Feb 6. Raper and Freeland, 
Chichester 


ic 

Hvurrert, Mary, Bocking, Essex. March 15. Veley and Cunning- 
ton. Brrintree sg 

GreENHALen, Hanpzt, Heywood, Lancaster, Tailor. Jan29. Todd, 

.. Heywood 

Harereaves, Josrrx, Much Wymondly, Hertford, Esq. March 25, 
Wade and Andrews, Hitchin , 

Marerrsoy, Joux, Ditchingham House, Norfolk, Esq. Jan 30. 
Hartcup and Sons, Bungay 

Mszpwix, Prrrorp, Horsham, Sussex, Gent. Feb 5. Strangways, 
Theobald’s rd 


Meryoy, Epwaxp, Clarges st, Middlesex, M.D. Feb 15. Gedge 
and Co, Ole Palace yard 

MircHett, James, Hockley, Birmingham, Licensed Victualler. Feb 
16. Poin Birmingham 

— Joux, Copley, Durham, Miner. Feb 1. Parker, North 


Rawes, Rozezt, Plumgarths, Kendal, Farmer. Feb 19, Thomson 
. and Wilson, Kendal 
LAUGHTER, MrHiItt, Binfield Stockwell, Secretary. Feb 10. 
Ashurst.and Co, Old Je og . 


wry ‘ 
Sarre, WirtraMm Cannon, St Albans, Gent. Jan17. Wells, St Albans 
Sevance, Cxsrrzs, East Stonehouse, Devon, Pensioned Porter. Feb 
15. Heath, Devonport re) 
‘Trxpat, Acton, Aylesbury, Clerk of the Peace. March 1. Daven- 
port, Oxford 
Vecesee, Joszru, New Sheldon, Durham, Miller. Feb 1. Parker, 


, Bishop Auckland 
[ Gazette, Jan. 4.} 





COUNTY COURTS, . 


SALISBURY, 
(Before Mr. Serjeant Trspa ATktnson, Jiidge.) 
Dec. 6.—Re Thompson's Bankruptey. 
Order and disposition—Goods intrusted to bankrapt as bailee— 
Consent of bailor. 

His Hoxovr, who hed reserved jadgment in this case at 
the last court, said :—This is an application by Henry George 
Thompson, the som of the bankrupt, asking for an order by 
the court directing that the trustee, Walter Friere Marreco, 
should deliser to. the applicant the several goods and chattels 
consisting of articles of household furniture specified in an 
inventory annexed to an affidavit in support of the mo- 
tion. The facts of the case are few and simple. The 
bankrupt, George Thompson, carried on, up to the 14th 
of August last, the business of an innekeper at Salisbury, 
and on that day was adjudicated a bankrupt. It is alleged, 
and not denied, inasmuch as the facts stated in the joint 
affidavit of the father and the son must be taken as ad- 
mitted, that the son, who is claiming this furniture, on 
giving up the business of an innkeeper at Salisbury, two 
yesrs since, removed the whole of his furniture to’ his father’s 
house, upon an agreement that, with the exception of a sofa 
and « bed for which there was not room in the apartments se- 
lected, the furniture was to be stored by the bankrapt, 
on & payment of £5 a year, two years of which 
have been paid, Any consent to the bankrupt having the 
tise or control of the furniture or knowledge of its being used 
is denied by the son, but, asa fact, the whole of the furniture 
was the person put in charge by the trustee of the 
inn to form part of the ordinary effects of the rupt, 
had by him in the conduct of his , and 

, castomers, and creditors, it would 

of being his own. 6o far indeed had 
ith the furniture as his own that he 
ereditor whicl. covered these as well 


g 


It 


e@ 








the bankrupt is the reputed owner, or of which he has taken 
upon himself the sale or disposition as owner, form part of 
the assets of the bankrupt.”” In the case of Ez parte Dorman, 
Re Lake (21 W. R. 94), it was held that, according to the 
trne construction of this sub-section, it is confined to cases: 
where the ee is in the sole possession of goods, 
as the sole reputed owner. It appeare to me, on the 
facts, difficult to see where such sole possession or sole 
ownership could arise, unless there is gross fraud in the 
alleged fact that a separate room was takeo and paid for by 
the son in order that his goods should be kept distinct from 
those of his father. .Nosuch sole possession or sole owner- 
ship could, as it appears to me, exist. In order to render 
goods in the possession, order, or disposition of a bankrupt, 
two things are required—first, they must be in his posses- 
sion mr such  circumstanicés .as to make him the re- 
uted owner of the goods; and, secondly, they must have 
coca left in his possession through some impropriety or 
laches of the true owner, under circumstances calculated to 
enable the bankrupt to obtain a false credit by inducing the 
world to look at him ‘as the true-‘owner (Hamilton v. Bell, 
10 Ex. 545). Inthe present case, in the absence of fraud, and 
fraud is not alleged, it must be assumed that the applicant 
is the true owner, and that the furniture claimed was 
placed’ by him in a room specially set apart for his use, 
and for which he was to pay the sum of £5 a year in the 
nature of warehouse rent; that being so, it is difficult to 
say that the furniture in question was placed in the bank- 
rupt’s possession under circumstances which, in the eyes of 
the world, ‘would make him the reputed owner, any more 
than when a man takes an unfurnished apartment at a rent, 
and places. his, goods in it, the landlord can be 
said to. be. the. reputed owner or the sole pos- 
sessor of. his tenant’s furniture. In my view of 
the facts of this case the dealing with the son’s 
property in his absence by the father was a@ wrongful act 
which might haye rendered him liable to an ‘action for tres- 
pass, nor can I see any impropriety. or /aches on the part of 
the true owner here which enabled the bankrupt to obtain a 
false credit by inducing the world to look at him as the true 
owner. At the time the goods were taken from the room in 
which they. were stored, the true owner was absent in London, 
and had no knowledge uatil after the bankruptcy of the fact 
of the removal, and any consent to such removal is positively 
denied by:him. .The cases show that if the possession by the 
bankrupt of the goods of others is due to a fraud upon the 
true owner, it'cannot be said to be with his consent (Zz parte 
Carlon, Re Birks, 4°D.-& C,.120; Ex parte Bell, 1 De G. 
577). In. Collins. v.Forbes (3 T. R. ,316), it was held that 
when the bankrupt is in possession of the goods of another, 
bond fide with the’ consent of the other at the time of the 
bankruptcy, for a specific purpose beyond which’ he has not 
the right of disposition or aleoration, such permission does not 
entitle the trustee to’ recover the value of the’ goods. If 
subsequent doubt had not been thrown upon this authority, , 
it would be decisive of the present case; but it is still 
unquestioned law that a carpenter receiving timber to’ 
convert into.a wagon, or a tailor to whom cloth is de-, 
livered to be made into clothes, have neither of them such 
& possessionof the timber or the cloth as will constitate © 
him reputed owner of it (Rex v. Egginton, 1 T. BR. 870;, 
Moore v. Barthopp, 1B. & ©.), Nor can there be any re- 
puted ownership of securities held for a specific’ purpose 
(Belcher vy." Campbell, 8 Q. B. 1). ‘On the same nd, 
goods sent on approval do not pass under the r and 
disposition clause until, either expressly or by implication, 
such approva) has been given (Smith v. Hudson, 6 B, & S. 
431, per Blackburn, J.). I have arrived at the conclusion, 
after carefully reviewing the various authorities, that there 
never was. any.consent given by the son that the bankrapt 
should have the ‘order and disposition of this furniture, 
and that'in ‘fact it never came into his (the bankrupt’s) ‘@ 
possession otherwise than by a wrongful act on his pa 
and that with the exception of the sofa and the bed, whi 
it is admitted were by the oqpsent of the applicant 
in the hands of the bankrupt without restriction, the rest 
of the furniture must be given up by the trustee to the 
claimant in the case. There being no estate, there will be 
no order an to costs. 
Nodder, for the bankrupt. 
Powning, for the trustee. 
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BRADFORD. 
Oct. 19.—Gott v. Sutcliffe. 


In this case, Messrs. Wm. & Samuel Gott, Bradford 
«were the plaintiffs in proceedings taken by them under the 
garnishee clanses of the County Courts Acts, by which they 
sought to attach certain assets in the hands of Lister, 
Sutcliffe, belonging to the estate of William Sutcliffe, de- 
ceased, who died in February last. At the date of his 
death, William Sutcliffe was indebted to Messrs. Gott in the 
sum of £30 13s. 8d. Letters of administration to his per- 
sonal estate were granted to his widow, Annie Sutcliffe, 
in April last. On the 8th of July, Messrs. Gott sued Mrs. 
Sutcliffe, as administratrix, for the amount of their debt, and 
they recovered judgment by default, and under that judg- 
ment they levied an execution, by which they realized £5. 
They afterwards found that Lister Sutcliffe had in his hands 
certain debts due to the deceased’s estate, and they thereupon 
took garnishee proceedings in August last for the purpose 
of attaching those debts with the view of satisfying the balance 
of their debt andcosts. The case had been before the court 
-on three occasions. 

Berry appeared in support of the proceedings taken by 
Messrs. Gott, and 

Greaves, for the garnishee debtor, Mr. Lister Sutcliffe. 

His Honovr, in giving his judgment, said that this was 
the first casein which he had had to consider the rights of a 
-garnishee creditor to have a garnishee order made which 
was to attach all the assets of a deceased person. He was 
aware that it had been the practice of that court, and of all 
other courts, to issue default summonses without reference 
to the question of whether or not the debt was one due 
“from the defendant himself or from the defendant in a re- 
presentative character. He was satisfied that the power 
-given by the Act of 1875 to issue default summonses was 
intended to be limited to cases in which the debt was due 
‘from the defendant in his individual character. One reason 
for that opinion was that there was a class of debts in respect 
of which a default summons could not be issued except by 
leave, and the question whether leave was granted depended 
upon whether the goods were supplied to the debtor in the 
course of his trade. Another class of debts required inquiry 
.as to whether a debtor occupied a certain position—whether 
he was a servant or a minor. None of those could 
apply, it seemed to him, to a deceased person. Default 
~summonses were issued frequently; and, if the defendants 
against whom they were issued did not appear to object to 
the jurisdiction, he was not prepared to say that judgment 
ereditors could be deprived of their judgment. He thought 
that by receiving the summons, which must be personally 
served, aad by not objecting to the summons on the ground 
vthat it was issued against him in a representative character, 
a defendant might be taken to submit to such judgment as the 
plaintiff could obtain upon that summons. The rule pro- 
vided that where a defendant served with a default summons 
did not appear at the hearing, the plaintiff was entitled to 
judgment as a matter of course, But there was a difficulty— 
and to his mind it justified the view which he took— 
in reference to judgment recovered upon a default 
summons, in applying it to a judgment against a defend- 
ant in a representative character. The only judgment in a 
default summons was against an individual. He could con- 
-ceive many cases in which the judgment creditor would prefer 
to sue an administratrix—calling her administratrix, and 
making it appear by her description that he was suing 
her in her representative character, and taking the chance 
of her not appearing, so that he might be able to get jadg- 
“ment against her individually. There might be cases in 
which a person should be the representative of an insolvent 
estate, and yet be perfectly solvent himself, and in which, 
the judgment being against the individual personally, the 
creditor of the estate found it to his benefit to know 
thathowas suing a solvent representative, and took the chance 
of the representative not coming forward to resist the default 
summons, or to set upany special defence he might have 
—such as hie not having received sufficient assets, or his 
having administered the assets he had received. The 
creditor of the deceased adopted that form of pro- 
cedure for bis own benefit, and he must take the con- 
sequences of it. The consequence of taking the summons in 
that form, and the jase founded upon that form, was 

that he established his right to a personal debt against the 
‘dadividual. There were many cases in which it would be greatly 





tothe advantage of the creditor to sue in that form, because 
if be did so, and did not get payment from the person 
against whom he had recovered judgment, he could 
issue a garnishee summons against any person who owed 
a debt to that person in his individaal capacity. Suppose 
that the person against whom ths judgment was obtained 
filed a petition for liquidation. He would then be entitled 
uader that liquidation to priority, as a secured creditor, over 
all the other individual creditors in the administration ef the 
assets. Bat in the case of any such liquidation procaed- 
ings, the fund in the hands of the garnishee debtor would 
not be assets of the admiaistrator, and would not have passed 
to the trustee in the liquidation, because they would have to 
be used for the benefit of the creditors of the deceased intes- 
tate. He was anxious to proceed accurately in this case as 
far as he could, because he should like practitioners to under- 
stand what were the principles upon which he considered 
garnishee orders ouzht to proceed. He did not think that 
any such debt should be made the subject of a defaaltsum- 
mons, bat if it was so made, then the only judgment that 
could issue upon that, however the debtor was described, 
would be one against the debtor in an individual capacity, 
and it appeared to him that the creditor deprived himself of 
the right to treat as a fund applicable to the payment of his 
debt any debt due to the administrator in the due course of 
the administration of the estate. He was very sorry 
indeed—sincerely sorry—that in suck a jarisdiction as 
that, which was novel, and required to be exercised with 
great care and discretion, and which involved great 
responsibility, there was no appeal from the decision that 
& county court judge might come to. Unfortanately, there 
was no appeal whatever, and if he had been satisfied that 
Messrs. Gott were right, he should have had no hesitation 
in giving them what he considered they were entitled to. 
Being, however, of a contrary opinion, he felt that if he 
made the order he would be placing the garnishee debtor 
in a most perilous position. There was no decision to 
guide him on the subject, bat, without fearing to make the 
order, which he would have made if he had felt that 
Messrs. Gott were entitled to it, he felt that the order 
ought not to be made. It was some satisfaction to him to 
feel that, if the contention of Mr. Berry was correct—that 
the plaintiffs would be secared creditors of the estate of 
the deceased—such security could be made available for 
their benefit in the administration suit which had been 
commenced. 
The summons was then dismissed, with costs. 





MANCHESTER, : 
(Before J. A. Russaxu, Esq., Q.C., Judge.) 
Jan. 1.—Lawrence v. Simpson. 

Mr. Thomas George Lawrence sued Mr. James 
head bailiff of the Salford Hundred Coart of 
recovery of £11 133. 2d. as damages arising from 
negligence of the defendant in executing a writ of f. 
which the plaintiff had obtained against a debtor 
Edward Asheroft, 

Nash appeared on behalf of the plaintiff, and 

Fleming, for the defendant. 

The writ was issued on Friday, the 13th of August last, 
was not execated until mid-day oa the Tuesday following, 
it was found that the debtor had made a deed of assi 
of his goods to other creditors, such deed being dated 
previously. The evidence for the defence showed that 
sequence of the holidays of the court being close 
when the writ was issued there was great pressare 
the assistant bailiffs being unable to execate 
soon as they generally did, owing to the large nu 
in their hands. If special instructions had 
time the writ was sent to the head baili 
sary or desirable to execute it at once, 
done, but no such instractions were gi 
therefore, taken in its ordinary course, 
assistant bailiff, named Samuel Murray, 
Saturday afternoon. Murray served a nember of 
Rochdale, Heywood, and Bary oa the Monday 
pete athe ~gdare td writ ia question ; 
i we it the i iag to another 
ili aitiot ertn, waa tchen teeesh Uinenen aye 
serve the writ, found some one in possession wader the 
of assignment. 
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His Honour held that the writ had, considering the cir- 
cumstances of the case, not been delayed for an unusual 
length of time, and gave judgment for the defendant, with 
costs. 





BRIGHTON. 
(Before A. Martineau, Esq., Judge.) 
Nov. 5.—Sampson v. Marshman. 


This was an action brought against the lady superinten- 
dent of the Brighton Female Convalescent Home, to recover 
damages, laid at £50. The plaintiff was a London clerk, 
whose wife was admitted to the Home and was afterwards 
attacked by scarlet fever. The action was based on the 
ground of the alleged negligence of defendant in intro- 
ducing Mrs. Sampson into a room in the Home too soon 
after another person had been taken ill of scarlet fever, by 
which, it was contended, Mrs. Sampson became infected by 
that disease and had since suffered much pain and organic 
debility.. It.was explained that persons were admitted to 
the-Home by small payments, and it was urged that, how- 
ever small and inadequate the payments were, it did not 
absolve defendant from the necessity of warning Mrs. 
Sampson of the danger she was running. 

His Honour, in giving jadgment, held that it was not 
proved that plaintiff’s wife had caught the fever at the 
Home. The institution was of a charitable character, and 
being so, a charge against it should be fully proved if made, 
and he was not satisfied on that point. Precautions had 
been taken to disinfect the place, and though it was their 
bounden duty to give a truthful answer if questioned, he 
did not think it incumbent on lodging-honse keepers, and 
others like defendant, to volunteer information as to there 
having been fever in their house, supposing, of course, that 
proper precautions had been taken. He gave a verdict for 
defendant, with costs. 








LEGISLATION OF THE WEEK 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
JAN. 7.—BILLS READ A FIRST TIME. 
Jadicial Committee (Lord Chancellor). 
Buriais Act (Removal of Doubts) (Lord Chancellor). 
JAN. 10.~BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 
Barials Act (Removal of Doubts). 
Judicial Committee. 





HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
JAN. 7.—BILLS READ A FIRST TIME. 
Corrupt Practices at Parliamentary Electious (The At- 
torrey General). 
Ballot Act (Continuance and Amendment) (Sir C. Dilke), 
[Upwards of sixty Bills introduced by private members 
were alsoread a first time]. 
JAN. 11.—BILLS READ A FIRST TIME. 
Married Women’s Property (Mr. Palmer). 
Naval Discipline Act, 1866, Amendment (Mr. Trevelyan). 
Sale of Intoxicating Liquors on Sunday (Mr. Stevenson). 
Care and Treatment of Lunatics (Mr. Dillwyn.) 





On Wednesday last, says the Zimes reporter, Lord Cole- 
ridge, on taking his seat, was asked to put off one or two 
cases in which Mr. Murphy, Q.C., who is on circuit as a 

i of assize, is engaged as couusel, and he at once 
acceded to the application, and said that any case under 
similar circumstances would be put off, and might be 
deemed to be so put off, on notice to the asso- 
ciate. It may be mentioned that there was a great 
improvement noticed in the cause list, from which all the 


cases postponed were left out, so that the list only contained 
the causes ready for trial, aud, therefore, it now represents 
what is the real work to be done. Even as thus reduced, 
however, the cause list contained the names of 734 causes. 
Many of these have already been appointed for particular 
days up to the Zist of February. It is clear, therefore, that 
pn gary ius will be beld continuously daring the 
es, 


, except on the two days a week when the Divisional 
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COURT PAPERS. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE, 
HILARY SITTINGS, 1881. 
QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
NEW TRIAL PAPER. 

For Argument, 


London, Harris v Truman, Han- 
bury, & Co Field, J 
London, Bunnett & Co v Potter & 
Sons Field, J 
London, Whiting v Martin 
Bowen, J 
London, Dickenson vy Norris 
Field, J 
Surrey, Shilton v White & anr 
The late L C Justice 
Liverpool, Wappers v Imperial 
Marine meas Co ee sb 
aggallay, 
Leeds, Wheater & anr v Gray 
Bowen, J 
Dorset, The Queen v Inhabitants 
of Dorset Ld Coleridge 
York, Feldman vy Margeson 
Bowen, J 
Lincoln, Bunting, jun, v Morley 


Field, J 
Shearburn v Salter 
Offi Ref, G M Dowdeswell, Esq 
York, Jackson & anr v Lovell 
Bowen, J 


York, Jackson v Lovell 


Bowen, 
Warwick, Ford v Osborne & anr 
Field, J 
Middlesex, Lords Commrs. of the 
Admlty v Temperley & ors 
owen, J 
Middlesex, Corbett v Woolloton 
Williams, J 
London, Foreign & Col Govern- 
ment Trust Co, limd, v Peirson 
The late L C Justice 
Middlesex, Pinder v Patrick 
Williams, J 
Middlesex, Hayes v Cordingley 
Williams, J 
Middlesex, Percival v Hughes 
Manisty, J 
London, Craven v Norman 
London, Brown v Rolt & Co 


SPECIAL PAPER. 


Gt Western Ry Co v Sirhowy Ry 
Co special case 
Morris & ors v Budden & anr 


em 

The Rhodes Bank Coffee Palace 
Permanent Benefit Building 
Society v The ,Union Bank of 


Manchester dem 
Vickers v Allen dem 
Harford v a dem 
Stallard v Toms & Co_ spec case 
Jones v Worlford dem 
Linten v Green spec case 
Hurst v Johnson 8 case 


Shankland & Co & anr v Bain 


dem 
In re Ingram v Mayor, &c, of 
Leeds spec case 


. Williams, J 

Goffin v Donnelly dem: 
Cooling v Smart dem 
Young & Co v Mayor, &c, of 

Royal Leamington Spa 

spec case- 

Wing v Indermaur dem 
Lissner v Sarner & ors dem 


Mayor, &c, of Rochdale v Justces 
of the Peace for the County of 
Lancaster spec case 

Calf Hey Mill Co, limd, v Ander- 
son Bros spec case 

Paghouse Mill Co, limd, v Same 


spec case 

Marsden & anr v Meadows, Sal- 
mon claimant spec case 
Truefitt v Allen dem 


ENLARGED RULES AND ORDERS. 


The Queen v R P Turner The Queen v E Cockerham, Esq, 
The Queen v WTS Daniels, Esq, & anr, Js’s & H Wood 
mt. A ae + West, Esq * .~ com Justices, &c, of 
Queen Vv or. ire 
In re Lund & anr In the Matter of an application of 
The Queen v Rev H M Fletcher James Brown against the G W 
In re Darlow & anr Ry Co 
In re Angus & ors 
CROWN SIDE. 
Rule standing for Judgment. 


The Queen v The Recorder of Birmingham 
CROWN PAPER. - 


The Queen v Williamson 
The Queen v Edgcome 


The Queen v The Hollingbonrne 


Poor Law Union 
The Queen v Brown 


APPEALS FROM INFERIOR COURTS. 


Bentley v Beckwith 
Hudson v Arnold 
Dudley Gas Light Co v Warm. 


ington 
Neave v Coombes 


Dyson v London & N W Ry Co 
Sotheron v Scott 
Gt Western Ry vy Churchwardens, 


&c, of Ilminster & Assessment 


Committee of Chard Union 


Coleman v Churchwdns, &c, of In 1 the Companies Act, 1862, 7, 


the Parish of Birmingham 
Gould & ors v Bacup Local Board 
Turnbull & ors v Appleton 
Ramsden v Yeates & anr 


877, and of the Building $0 
cieties Acts, and In re Swansea 
Cambrian Benefit Building So- 


ciety 
Milsom v Challis 


Barnes v Harryman 
Guardians of Fulham Union v ‘Torquay Market Co v Small 
Guardia: Thanet 


ns of Isle of 
Union 


COMMON PLEAS DIVISION. 
REMANET PAPER. 
NEW TRIALS. 
Michaelmas Sittings, 1879. 


Middlesex, Nowell v Williams 
Easter 


Manchester, Chapleo & Wife v 
The Permanent Build Soc 


« Lord Coleridge pt hd 


Sittings, 1880, 


and Smith & ors 
Lord Coleridge 


To stand over until Appeal disposed of. 


NEW TRIALS AND MOTIONS FOR JUDGMENT 
ichaelmas Sittings, 1880, 
Exeter, Bulteel & anr v Curteis Winchester, 


Lord Coleridge 
Bodmin, Rowe v Reynolds & anr 
Grove, J 


0 v Tbberson 
Cooper v ‘Wartiton 
Lord Coleridge 
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j 
Middlesex, Pearce, ov 
The Lombard Building | Society 
Lopes, J 
‘(On affidavit) 
v Fownes &.ors 
Lindley, J 


London, 





4 PEREMPTORY PAPER. 
In the ‘Matter of an Arbitration between Wythes & anr & Belinzaglu 


& ors? 

Marshs,ll v Bolekow, Vanghaa’® Go ne 1881.] 

In the matter of a Soliciee viesdilainta dh scaconns mi 

ee 

Pr a " akege geet and Master to report. 

" rf Te and Master to 

In the matter of Joseph Odell and in an action of a v Green 
Enlar, generally and Master to report, 


SPECIAL PAPER. 
pps Cases (to be heard before two or more judges). 
Demurrers (to be heard before one judge). 
ponen eee + Co Batthany v Bouch & ors 
osse v Killi Widdecomb v Westwood 
Haddon v Crawley ” 


APPEALS FROM INFERIOR COURTS. 
Barber v Stone & anr Hicks & Sons v Army and Navy 
Rowe v Harvey Dredge (clmt) Provision Market Co. lima 
Goldsmith & anr v Gt Eastern Thorman v Dodds Bros & Co 


Ry Co Waters v Martin 
Stevens. & Sons v Woodward & Foljambe v Fullwood 
anr Borton v Morris 
Mason v Goodacre Cornell & Cornell v Fairlie 
Richardson v Saunders Dibsdale v Pryke 
Preece v Morgan 


EXCHEQUER DIVISION. 
NEW TRIAL PAPER, 
For Judgment. 
London, Barton yOmmaney Sir H Hawkins 


For 
Liverpool, ducuee > v Newbold & ors Thesiger, L J 
be heard before three judges. 
London, Bouffler v Levy &anr Pollock, B 
llth June, 1880, ordered to stand — till rule in Court of Appeal 
argu 


Middlesex, Green v Stewart and London, Akerblom v Price and 
». aur Huddleston,B Co - Pollock, 


B 
To be heard before three j 
Middlesex, vGth Warwick, Coleman v L and N W 
Co uddleston, Ry Co Huddleston, B 
Middlesex, Jaques v Londo. lentes Bowen v Lloyd 

LC Stephen, J 
London, Piggott v Turner Shrews' , Hammond v L and 
Stephen, J NWRy o J Brown, = 

Middlesex, Hicks v _—— Haigh v J wen 
i te — "y 
Middlesex, Digby v Whelply Chester, Edwards and Wife v The 


Bpttn, mi 


Pembroke and Tenby Ry Co 


SPECIAL CASES. 


H.M.’s Principal Secretary of Kino v Pilbrow 
Ne ay — oT 
Assurance Co 


CASES STANDING FOR JUDGMENT. 


Ommaney in New Trial 
Baron Pollock and Sir H, Hawkins, 12th Jon, « ~— 
James v Herron court appl 

Baron Pollock and Justice Stephen, 7th Dec, 1880, 


APPEALS FROM INFERIOR COURTS. 
For Judgment. 
Liverpool, Dillon y Herron 
For Argument. 
Kent, Rochester, Pepper v Blaig- 
berg (pt hd) 
Middiesex, Bow, Nicholson and 
ors v Nicholson 


Barton v 


Reinstated. 
Met Pol Dis, Murray v Davies 
To be argued before three Judges 
Surrey, South a Ry Cov er Same v Ter Horst and 


Chwdns of phe 
Bow, Vernede v 


Cardigan, Aberystwith, Atten- 
borough v Hughes Willsmer 

Monmouth, Lloyd v Overseers &c Carnarvonshire, Pwilheli, Morris 
of Liando; Roberts 


dogo v 
7 nt York, London, Rachman and anr v 


Brasch and anr 
pe Simpkin v Robinson = Towcester, Lock- 
Liverpool, Marcus v London and 
NW Ry Co 
Devon, East Stonehouse, Pooley v 


Sampson 
London, Kellock and Co v Pro- 
—— of Butler’s Wharf 
London, Same vy Cox, Patterson Sussex, East Grinstead, Hyder v 


and Co London Brighton and South 
Coast Ry Co 
REVENUE PAPER. 
Att-Gen v Mitchell and Gibbon F A T Clifford Constable an 
cause on English information Thos Co le 
andanswer Att-Gen (informant) and the 
7 Humber Co’ 


mservancy Commrs 
lish infmtn and ndors in Kingston-upon-Hull 
answer v Same 
Att-Gen pa a and the Au-Gen (informant) and the 
bey m-upon- Withernsea Pier Co, limd, v The 
and frhomas Spurr v Sir 
EXCEPTIONS TO ANSWERS OF DEFENDANTS. 
Att-Gen (informant) and the Met The British India Steam Nvetr 
Ry Co and John Bell (defts) Co, limd, and the Commrs of 
cause by English information Inland Revenm 
Att-Gen { (informant) and the Met 















—— Caslake v ——— Baggall LJ 
Stephen, J Gloucester, Butler v i 
Lowen, Grant v a 


J 
tephen, J Warwick, Vickers v Chatwond's 
Chelmsford, Griffin v Keates Patent Safe and Lock Co, limd 

L Huddleston B 


C Baron 
Cambridge, Dobede v to. Stafford, Sheldon v The Imperial 
Union Accidental esuenien 


LO Baron 


Dis Ry Co and George Hop- Commrs underthe Stamp Act, 
wood (defts’ 1870 
cause by lish information 
CASES STATED PURSUANT TO 37 & 38 VICT. CAP. 16. 
Corporation of Reigate v Barber, Coomber.s » &e, v Justices 
Surveyor of Taxes of County of “ 
Erichsen (Copenhagen Telegrph) Justices of Oxfordshire (Police 
v Last, surveyor, & Station) v — &e 
Dodson, surveyor, &c, v Walker Same (County 
and Maude Stoker v Abbott, sure, 
Keen, surveyor, &c, v Farlow Whitwell, fog ya v Munby 
The Homer Hill Colliery Co, Justices, &, LF pn 4 of War- 
limd, v Leech, surveyor, wick v Thrift, surveyor, &c 
The Gt Western 4 Co v Mus- —_ » oni Won wae, 7 E Craw- 
grave, surveyor, &c 
Rolfe, surveyor, &c, v Hyde and cairdy tn , &c, v Worthem 
Co City Bank v Last, surveyor, &c 
The deme anaes Coal Co, = Fire Office Co _ —., (tor 
&c, limd, y Newman, surveyor, Jowett, , £00 
se. Justices of i 
—_ oa Midland Ry Co v Blake, sur- 
Scotlan veyor, &o 


Kayne Lombe v ey hg and 


Middlesex anr v Nye 
and Sond Bir Ht Hnwkine 

Gloucester, Clarke, trustee, &c v 
Walker Fry 


Maidstone, Hutton v Vale 
LC Baron 


» J Liverpool, Cooke v Sh 


Co, limd Fry, J 
Lewes, Ball v ecm: | 
C Baron 
Leeds, Smith v Woodhead 
ay J 


Manisty, J 
London, Daleand anrv W: eld 
Sir H Hawkins 


DEMURRERS. 


National Provincial Bank of 
En — v Harle and ors 

8 defence 

Garnes ve Wife v Blake & Weall 


dem to reply 
menor > 
Washes = soe qunet rely 
v Burgess and ors 
as dem to claim 
Hodgson v Pryor and ors 


to claim 
Humphreys v Griffiths 


dem to claim 
Heaton v The Albert Hdward 


Permanent Building Society 
dem to claim 
Simpson v Hartley dem to claim 
= Pitts Colliery ( Co, limd v City 

Dublin Steam Packet Co 
Saaaiieneend counter-clm 
Jones v Simmons 

dem to counter-claim 
Hunter v Lever dem tc claim 
Thorpe and ors v a 


defence 
Fenwick and = v Shaw 
dem to deft’s set-off 





FE A = Last, 
Lucas, surveyor, &¢ Assurance 
Martin, surveyor, &c, v Trustees Bowers, surveyor, &c, v Justices. 
of Congl Memorial Hall Repent apen ng 
Dodson oa ee shea Pacey, surveyor, ¥v 
and N W +O London and N W 
Improved ietustrial Dwellings gra 
Co v Last, surveyor, & 





COURT OF APPEAL. 


Bankruptcy Appeals, 
FROM THE LONDON BANKRUPTCY COURT. 
Tn re Mi ve Ex Hoare & Co 
ince Gee Ba parte Newitt and anr 
Ia re Alven Ex parte Hall and anr 
Ta re Leyman Ex parte The Trustee 
In re Packman Ex_parte London and County 
In re Ward Ex parte 
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¥n re Bousted Ex parte Rogers and Co 
In re Bousted Ex parte Rogers & Co 
‘In re J. G. H. MacCalla Ex parte Mc Laren and Walker 
In re J P Yeatman Ex parte J P Yeatman 
In re Gelder Ex parte Sargeant 
In re Kitchin Ex parte Young 
In re Woodman Ex parte Boyes 
In re Elfond & Co Ex parte Shubrook} 
“In re Wilkinson Ex parte Stubbings 
In re Simons & Co Ex parte Allard 
In re Orbell Ex parte Evans 
In re Brenner Ex parte Saffery 
Inre Payne & Kennett Ex parte Greener and aur 
In re Thomas Ex parte Baroness D’Eresby 
In re Fothergill Ex parte Winter 
In re Witton and ors Ex parte Armitage 
{n re Revitt Ex parte Sirett 
in re Batey Ex parte Emanuel 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
MIDDLESEX.—Hitary Sirtixe, 1881. 


This list contains all 6ctions entered in Queen’s Bench, Common 
Pleas, and Exchequer Divisions, in which notice of trial has been 
given, and also all actions in the Chancery Division, in which no- 
tice has been given of trial before a judge and jury; up to and 
including 12th January, 1881. 

The actions which have been entered but for various reasons are 
at present not ready for trial are omitted from this list. Such of 
them as become ready during the present sitting will be inserted as 
nearly as possible in their original positions. 

LIST OF ACTIONS FOR TRIAL. 

CP Kent (Wilkinson and D) v Benjamin (J A Waring) 

‘2 Ex Pepperell (G M Cooke) v Simpkin, Marshall & Co (Day & C) 
Ex Briggs (Wyatt and B) v Jenkinson (Berry and B) 
CP Tasmanian Main Line Ry Co (Wilson B and C) v Clark and 

ors (Blunt, T and Co ; Burchells ; Hargrove and Co) SJ 

Ex Ibbotson (Bordman) v Buckley and ors (Jukes and Co) 

Q B Tippins (G Crafter) v Budden (Stollard and W) 

Ex Parkes (T W Goldring) v London and St Katherine Docks 

Co (W M Hacon) 

Q B Redmond (Wontner ard Sons) v Gamble (Lewis and L) 

Ex Belli (P A Hanrott) v Lane (Foss and Legg) SJ 

E 

Q 


NIAQM BOR 


3 


x Martin (W B Brook) v Dunn (A T Hewitt) without jury 

B Brewis (C O Humphreys and Son) v Stacpoole (S Scott) SJ 

2 CP Flower and ors (Flower and N) v Palmer and anr (Hubbard, 

Son and R) 

3 CP Ford, trustee, &c (G L P Eyre & Co) v Hastings (8 S Seal) 

13* QB Goldschmidt and anr (J R Macarthur) v Ecclesiastical 
Commrs and crs (White, B and W; Few and Co; Wil- 
loughby and W) SJ 

14 QB Sandeman (Harrison, B and H) v Harrison and ors (W 
Rawlins 


1 
1 
1 
1 


15 Ex Sharkey (Scott and Co) v Hudson (J Payne) 

16 Ex Cowell (W H Hargrave) v Simpson (Wolferstan and Co) 

17 Ex Brill (G C Whitworth) v Brasch and anr (Finnis and W) 

18 Q B Stutchbury (R Chandler) v Anning (Keene, M and B) 

19 Q B Gregory and Co (Lambert, Petch and H) v The Countess of 
Perth (W H Smith) 

20 QB Angell and anr (Layton, Son and L) v Truefit (West, K A 

Co) § 


SJ 
21 CP Carr, aoe and anr (Still and Son) v Short and ors (W 


Beck) 
22 CP Angio-Amecn Cattle Co (Pawle, F and C) v Wood (Watson, 
Sons and R) SJ 
23 Ex Hughes (R Wilson) v Bond (Brownlow and H) 
24 Ex Lewis (EI Sidney and Son) v Reynolds (Curtis and B) 
25 QB Knight (W and A R Ford) v Yates and Co (G Thompson) SJ 
P ae a Trustee of Loe (Finnis and W) v Warwick (N 
ate) 
x Webster (Bordman and Co) v Martin and anr (W Morley) 
Dixon (J T Moss) v Met Board of Works (R Ward) 8J 
Jackson and ors (Hedges and B) v Fletcher and ors (Walker 
Band Co; W W Wynne ; Vand mp and Co) 
Bader (Morten & C) v Martin (A W Hurrell) 
White (H E Toovey) v Burton (Stoneham and L) 
Middieton (J B Lodge) v Marshall and anr (W C Stoker) 
without jury 
Worthington (Dean, Chubb and Co) v Sudell (P Goode) 
Toovey (He E Toovey) v Farquharson (E M Hore) 
reones (fF W Denny) v Bratzali (G F Bell) 
Brosnan (Harting and Son) v Bignold (G KB Carpenter) SJ 
] Shaw (8 Francis) v Deardon (Micklethwait and Co) 
Daws (B Hutchinson) v Lond Gen Omnibus Co, ld (Harries, 
Wand R) &8J 
Plummer (Same) vy Same (Same) 8J 
Carter (Same) ¥ Burton (L Hand) 
Sterrin (Same) v Carle (J H Child) 
Barton o Turner) v Davids (W Beck 
Smith (KE A Swan) vy Hankey (Abbott, J and Co) 
% Blades (W H Marshall) v Saichwell and anr (T O Dear) 
Hawkins (Parkins, Land O) v Ewer (Harper, B and B) 
Rowney (Wild, B and W) v King (W A Downin, 1 
Tibbitt and sar (Wright and L) v Edwards (H fi Hughes) 
B Martin (© Batcher) v Cox (Rutter and fon) 8J 
x Foote ( ora L and P) v Baker (Venn and W) 
P Wilkins (G H Finch) v Tullidge (R Chandler) 
Ex agen (Coowser, A and,V) v Pickford and Co (T Beard and 


Rx Br bane (Kh % Taylor, fon and H) vy Foakes (N Bennett) 
Vx ame (fatne) v Batne (Same) 2nd action 
QB Chidley (UC O Newman) vy Bennett (Barton and P) 
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A Jenkins) v The Boston 


B Roberts 
=? htandP) SJ 


(C 
limd (W: 


68 QB Rutty (T M Oridge) v Nicholson (Nash 
59 oP Clement (Digby see v Stanley (A T Cox’ 















60 C P Birkett (C Harris) v Aumon and anr (Flux 8 and Co( 

61 C P Foster (Button, Grove and Co) v Edwards (Singleton amd T) 
62 Ex Elvin and Son (W T Ricketts) v Braid, Junr (J H Jones) 
638 Ex Newman Ca) v Bockett (Bockett and Son) 

64 Ex Barnard (J Emanuel and Co) v Fowler (Guscotte and} Co) 
65 Ex Aylmer (Same) v Evans (J V Musgrave) without ju 

66 Ex Ryan (J Mason) v Braid and anr (J Nicholls) 

67 Q B Murray (W W King) v Wood (Wontner and Sons) SJ 

68 C P Parsons (Sheffield and Sons) v Graves (W J Foster) 

69 Q B Ash (Culpeper and Co) v Lee (R Charles) ! 

70 Ex Cockx (f W Buckler) v Gaber (Thompson and W) 

71 CP Clark (8S A Tucker) v Hitchins (J E Coxwell) 

72 Ex Cross (J Welman) v Kealey (In person) : 

73 QB Horton (Guscotte, W and D) v Goody (A Leslie) SJ 

74 QB Pinch (J Cotton) v Gorman (W H Armstrong) 

75 QB Jacebs (Same) v Smith and Gale (O G Harman) 

76 QB Williams (T D Duttcn) v Monico and anr (Rooper and W) 


gI 
77 Ex Dagnall and ors (Wyatt and B) v Molony (W L O’Neil) 
78 QB Smith and Wife (J KE Coxwell) v North Met Tram Co (H C 


Godfray) SJ 
79 Ex ma and anr (Stopher and R) v Power (Chapman, T 
and P’ 


n 

80 QB Robertson and aur (Ingram, H and I) v Taylor and ors 
(Pawle, F and Co) SJ 

81 C P Dawe and anr (Wright and L) v Graves (Blackford, R and 


‘0 

82 QB Gibbins (C H Hodgson) v Macfarlane (R C Chapman) 
without jury 

83 Ex Miller (A C Lewis) v Milman and anr (Hare and F) SJ 

84 Ex Tillman (R K Bartlett) v Barnes (W A Crump and Son) 

85 Ex Bird (W Evans) v Knowles (W S Fox) ; 

86 Ex Moore, trustee of Webster (Emmet and Son) v Woolley 
(Stollard and W) SJ 

87 C P City of London Discount Corporation, limd (W H Boberts) 
v Beall (In person) 

88 Q B Burley and anr (F W Snell and G) v Lingham Bros (Ulli- 
thorne and Co) 

80 Ex Allen (Rollit and Sons) v Massey and Wife (Parkers) SJ 

90 C P Barber (Cronin and R) v Benton and anr (Dubois and R) 

1 Q B Bennett (Lewis and L) v Leah (Kent and K 

CP Allen (Wilkinson and D) v Rendle (Dubois and R) SJ 

Ce Bradley (R C Green) v Lea (E Pooley) 

Cc 


2882 


P Lord Ashburton and anr (White, B and W) v Great Western 
Ry Co (R R Nelson) SJ 

5 C P Michell (Simpson and P) v Rowland (J B Churchill) 

96 C P Russell (T W Baldwin) v Bull and ors (Stocken and J) 

97 Ex Sherren (F G Gorton) v South Eastern Ry Co (WR gtevens) 


SJ 
98 Ex GrimStone, admr, &c (Paterson; Son and B) v 


per son) 
99 Q B Joseph (G Robins) v Geen (W Beck) 
100 Q B Pope (Collins and W) y The Wanzer Sewing Machine Co, 
limd (Lyne and H) 
101 Q B Pocock (Merriman and P) v Howcroft and Watkins (Tay- 
lor, H and T 
102 C P Marshall (Field, S and Co) v Morrison (Le Riche and Son 
103 C P Ladd (J Chapman and B) v Burt and ors (Wild, B and 
104 Q B Fulwood (Nash and F) v Hickey (J and E Scott) 
105 C P Sprowl (J J Watts) v Waterlow and Son, limd (Lousada 


and E) 
106 Q B Dickinson (A R Steele) v Conron Cacegen. Son, and G) 
107 C P Brown (W -e honnt v Sutton (J Attenborough) 
108 C P Cooper (G Lockyer) v Pinn and anr (Shum, C and Co) 8J 
109 Q B Neveux (M Abrahams and Co) v Argles (Argles and Co) 
110 C P Blake (Biggenden) v Hayer (Angell and Co) 
111 C P Bastendorf (J E Lickfold) v Parkess (Hopwood and Sons) 
112 Q B Diamond (Underwood, Sons, and P) v London and N W 
Ry Co (R F Roberts) 8J 
113 C P Brewer (Woodbridge and Sons) v Chichester (C A Jenkins 
114 QB Sargent (J N Mason) v Abbotts and ors (Layton, Son, an 
L 


© 


Nunn 


ie 


115 Q B Sowerbutts gg ae and G) v Parkes (Jones) 

116 Ex Candler eo ie Gex and Co) v Mantland (J 8 Fowler) 
117 Ex Francis (W Arnold) v Forsdick (Wills and R) 

118 Ex Jacobs (J Cotton) v Central Bank of London (R Voss) 

119 CP Tremaro (Nye and G) vy London General Omnibus Co 

gacetien, Wand R) 8J 

120 Ex Wilson (Freeman and W) v Cornu and anr (Gronks and R) 
121 Q B Colbert (Lewis and L) v Powell (W T Boydell) 

122 Ex Br hd O Reader) v Great Northern Ry Co (Nelson, 

an 
123 Q B Potter (Sympson, W andT) v Cotton and ors (Tweedie and 
Co; Marsden and W) SJ 
14QB — an dors (Day and C) v Budden and anr (Prior, B, C 


and A) 

125 QB eos, Howard, & Co (Fry and H) v Jose Primm (Ellis, M 
and Co 

126 QB —_ CWallor and Sion) v London Tram Co limd (H © 
ra; 


OC y 
127 Q B Over (Gedge and pe} v Borwoed (Druce, Sons and J) 83 
128 © P Shubrook (F Taylor) v Tufnell (Holmes and Son) 8J 

129 Ex Evison MF a and J) v Shephem and anr (R Wood) 

180 O P Bonney (Woodbridge and gen Bo Henwood (§ Roberts) 
131 QB Price fevre (Wand A R Ford) 


132 Ex Holness (J T Moss) v Borough Whatves and Warehouses 
Yo limd ene and Co) 


Brundrett, Rand G) v 


143 COP M 6 (GO Lea) v Pilley (H. Morris) 
14 OP Koen H Jones) v Bates (T Allingham) 8J 


136 Ex § fitiles (Lewin and ( +: v Williams (Hicks and A 
146 Q B Taylor (Denton, H & 


') v Upton (Morten and C 
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137 Ex sasiiieni bias init H) v Quinn (W A Brown) 

138 C P Nickoll (J Harwood) v ickll and ans (Biachford and Co) 
139 C P Mason (F Needham) v e and ors (In Person 

140 C P Jacobs and anr (M Rubinstein) v Meyers ane anr (Kent 


and K) 
141 Ex Newitt yom ot and “= v Paxton (Lucas and Sons) SJ 


142 C P Western Dis limd (Tilleard, Gand H) v Brougham 
=e (Ollithorne and aad Oo 
143 Ex Martin (W 


WwG stor) v Posno (Green and C) 

144 C P Mortlock and anr (F Taylor) v Fitqgibbon and ors (Harting 
and Son; Beaumont and 

145 > Hounsell (E Hounsell) Luttman and anr S _—_ 

146 C P Bailey (Ashurst, M and Co) v Braun (T Micklem, junr) 


SJ 
147 Ex Armitage (J Peace) v Underwood o-, for oe Son 
148 Ex Knowles (H J Liggins) v Steele (Wedlak 
149 C P Willis (Lewis and Sons © fs (J E Conwell) 
150 QB ar Cot ver eres) we he London and North Western 
obe 
161 Ex on, happell (W Eley) v The Eltringham Colliery Co (Pyke 
152 Ex pend (Same) v Rother (Plunkett and L) 
153 QB —_ (W P Moore) v North Met Tram Co (H C Godfray) 


154 Q B McKenize (H W Christmas) v The General and Equitable 
Advance Co (JS Kisch) 

155 A B Coombs (Best, Webb, and Co) v Riley (H Windybank) 
without jury 

156 Q B Dards ‘Grane and Co) v Sparrow (In Person) 

157 Ex Ward (E W Owles) v Leggatt (Tilley and 8) 

158 Ex Jennings (Keene, M ard B) v North Met Tram Co (H C 


Godfray) 
159 Ex Wilson Wasior and J) v Great Western Ry Co (R R Nel- 


son 
160 QB Field (C V Field) v Baker and ors (E Lloyd) 
(To be continued.) 








SALE OF ENSUING WEEK.! 
Jan. 19.—Mr. ALFRED BRAL, at the Mart, at 1 for 2 p.m., Re- 
version (see advertisement, Jan. 8, p. 4). 





, BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 

Evans.—Jan. 3, at Abermaed, the wife of G. H. P. Evans, of 
Loves-grove, Cardiganshire, and of {Calcutta, Esq., barrister- 
at-law, of a son, 

Finnis.—Jan. 9, at Prospect House, Turnham-green,; the 
wife of —— Fitz Finnis, solicitor, of a son. 

RocERs,—Jan. 6, at 84, Watergate-street, Chester, the wife of 
William Rogers, solicitor, of twins—a son and daughter. 

Swirt.—Jan. 11, at 45, Westbourne-terrace, Hyde-park, the 
wife of Herbert H. Swift, Lo barrister-at-law, of a son. 

MAR ° 

FitzGeRaLp — LENNARD.— J ~e 7, in Paris, by the Abbe 
Muller, and afterwards at the British Embassy, John D. 
FitzGerald, of the Inner Temple, barrister-at-law, to Emma 
Yesolda, daughter of Sir theme tata Lennard. 


Drvuce.—Jan. 10, Charles tenet, . of Denmark-hill, and 
No. 10, Billiter-square, London, aged 88. 

O’Dowpa.—Jan. 8, Robert 0’ Dowes, barrister-at-law, late of 
the Supreme Court, Calcutta. 


LONDON GAZETTES. 


Bankrapts. 
Fripay, Jan, 7, 1890. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London, 
Kanfmann, William, Wells st, South Hackney, Baker. Pet Jan 4, 
Brougham, Jan 18 at 11 
To Surrender in the Countrv. 
Dunham, William, Prestcn in Holderness, York, Grocer, Pet Jan 
8. Rollit. Kingston upon Hull, Jan 21 at 3 
Johnson, William Jackson, Sunderland, oe Innkeeper, Pet 
Jan 4, Ellis, Sunderland, Jan 18 at 
Nuttall, William, Whetstone, ms on of business. Pet Jan 3, 
Ingram. Leicester, Jan gi atl 
i Clement, Moss Side, nr Manchester, Commission Agent, Pet 
an 3, Hulton. Balford, Jan 19 at 11 
Robertshaw, William, Bradford, York, Woolstapler, Pet Jan 5, 
Lee, Bradford, Jan 96 at 12 
Turspay, Jan, 11, 1881, 
Under the Bankruptoy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must Surpens their prose sf: 3 of debts to the Registrar, 
To Surrender in London, 
Lemay, Allan, Blackman st, Newington, Hosier, Pet Jan 7, Brough- 
ham, Jan 26 at 11 








To Surrender in the Country. 
Millership, Thomas, Hereford, Pet Jan 8. Carless, jun, Hereford, 
Jan 26 at 10,30 
Pinnick, A W _, Totton, Hants, Wine Merchants, Pet Jan 7, 
Daw, jun, Southampton, ‘an 28 at 12 
Rowe, Elisabeth Cudlip, Tavistock, Deyon, Pet Jan 6, Edmonds, 
East Stonehouse, Jan $1 at noon 





BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Frrpay, Jan. 7, 1880. 
Nicoll, Henry, Hatchett’s Hotel, Dover st. Dec 24 


Liquidations by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
ees: Jan. 7, 1880. 

Abrahams, Moses, Birmingham. , Commission Agent. Jan 21 at 3 at 
offices of Southall and Co, Waterloo st, Birmingham 

Ashley, George, Birmingham, Grocer. Jan 17 at 3 at offices of 

Plant, Cannon st, Birmingham 

— Edward, West Bromwich, Stafford, Licensed Victualler. 

. 19 at 11 at offices of Jackson and Sharpe, High st, West 
romwich 

Baker, Thomas, Barton, Cambridge, Farmer. Jan 25 at 11 at offices - 
of Wayman, Silver st, Cambridge 

Barclay, James, Manchester, Potato Salesman. Jan 21 at3 at offices 
of Chew and Sons, Swan st, Manchester 

Barker, George, Carlisle, Saw Maker. Jan 24 at3 at offices of Wan- 
nop, Scotch st, Carlisle 

Barnfield, Philip Edwin, Birmingham, Stone Mason. Jan 20 at 1t 
at offices of Stokes, Bennett’s hill, Birmingham 

Batty, Charles, and William Eldridge, Dungannon ter, Builders, 
Jan 18 Aw 2 at Inns of Court Hotel, High Holborn. Cayley, Jer- 


myn s 
Belcher, * Witliam Henry, Gloucester, out of business. Jan 14 at 11.30 - 
at offices of Henderson, Berkeley st, Gloucester 
Bender, Henry, Scarborough, York, Proprietor of Medicated Baths. 
Jan 26 at 3 at offices of Welburn. Huntriss row. Scarborough 
Blackburn, John, Leeds, Painter. Jan 24 at 11 at offices of Tennant 
and Barrett, Albion st, Leeds 
Breslaur, Louis, Great St Helens, Shipowner. Jan 17 at 12 at offices 
of Palmer and Co, Railway Approach, London bridge. Grueber, . 
Crosby sq, Bishopgate st 
Brige > bg Wyke, nr Bradford, York, Farmer. Jan 21 at 11 at 
ces of Teation’ and Wright, Manor row, Bradford 
Brook, William Bobby, Rushmore rd, Clapton Park, Cigar Dealer. 
Jan 16 at 12 at the Mason’s Hall Tavern, Mason’s avenve, Basing- 
hall st. Fulcher, Horton rd, Hackney 
oy Rowland William, Brickmaker, Walsall. Jan 20 at 11 
at the George Hotel, Walsall. Wilkinson and Co 
Burslem, Charles Frederick, Cheadle, Chester, Picker Manufacturer 
Jan 21 at 3 at offices of Lawson, Peter st, Manchester 
Carless, John, Walsall, Stafford, Provision i. Jan 21 at 3 aé 2, . 
Bridge st, Walsall. Wright and Marshall, 
Carter, Thomas, Oxford, Cabinet Maker. = 2b at 10 at offices of 
Druce, High st, Oxford 
Chambers, William, Frizinghall, nr Bradford, Builder. Jan20 at 12 
at offices of Beverley, Hustlergate, Bradford 
Chaplin, James William, Birmingham, Clerk. Jan 26 at 3 at offices 
of Fitter, Bennett's hill, Birmingham 
Chappell, Frederick Lloyd, Beer Retailer, St Gloucester. 
. an = at 11 at offices of Andrews, Nicholas st, Bri Ayre, 
risi 
a pendale, Needham, Ilkley, York, Plumber. Jan 21 at 11 at offices 
of Margerison, Swan arcade, Market st, Bradford 
Chew, Robert, Warrington, Lancaster, Hotel Proprietor. Jan 18 
at 10.30 at the Patten Arms Hotel, Warrington.. Harrison, War- 


rington 

Cleeton, Richard, Shrewsbury, Salop, Grocer. Jan 19 at 3 at offices 
of Walford, Waterloo st, Bi 

Clements, Robert, Leicester, Cricket Outfitter, Jan 28 at 3.30 at Guild- 
hall Tavern, Gresham st. Wright, Leicester 

Crute, James, Watling st, Mantle Manufacturer. Jan 17 at 2 at 
the Guildhall Coffeehouse. Phelps and Co, Gresham st 

Cutting, John, Wyverstone, Suffolk, Farmer. Jan 31 at 12 at 
the ee Bury St Edmunds. Salmon and Sen, Bary St Ed- 
muni 

Dancer, John Thomas, Barnsley, York, Grocer. Jan 19 at 4 at offices 
of Rideal, Chronicle ‘chmbrs, Barnsley 

Denny, William Evans, Great St Helen’s, Merchant, Jan 2 ac 2at 
= of Parker and’ Co, Rectory House, St Michael’s alley, Corn- 

Dobson, George, Freshfield, nr Liverpool, Photographer. Jan 28 at 3 
at Washington Temperance Hotel, Lime st, Liverpool. Nadin, 
Manchester 

Duddridge, James, St George, Gloucester, Bricklayer. Jan 18 at 12 
at offices of Ayres, Nicholas st, Bristol 

Dye, William Samuel, Woodcote” ter, Forest hill, Grocer, Jan 4 at 2 
at offices of Pannell and Cartwright, Basinghall st. Harrison, 
Pancras lane, Queen st 

Edwards, William, Exeter, Hat Manufacturer, Jan 19 at ll at Crayen 
Hotel, Craven st, Strand. Gidley, Exeter 

Eltringham, Matthew Dunn, Newcastle-upon- Tyne, Beerhouse 
a 20 at 11 at offices of Johnston, Pilgrim st, Neweastie- 
upon-' 

Finch, Robert George, Portland rd, South Norwood, Greengrocer. 
Jan 20 at 2 at offices of Armstrong, Chancery lane 

bi) ve Nicholas Paulin, Basinghall st, Glov: Ae, oe. Jan 19 at 

ces of Gresham and Davies, Basing! 

Gibson, Solomon, Preston, Lancaster, Premiere ft 19 at Sat offices 
of Ambler, Cannon st, Preston 

Goddard, Walter, Upwell, Cambridge, Farmer. Jan 27 at 1 at 
Public Hall, Upper Hill st, Wisbech 

Gray, Benjamin, Leicester, Cabinet Maker. Jan 21 at 3 at offices of 
Loseby and Battiscombe, Market pl, Leicester 

Grove, Thomas, oa W oreester, Gentleman. Jan 2 at 2.390 at 
Corn Exchange Hall, Tenbury, Norris ayd Miles, Tenbury 

Grammitt, William Cotton, Burton € les, Lincoln, Farmer. Jan 
20 at 11 at offices of Manners and Schofield, London ni, Grantham 

Hanson, Cornelius, Doncaster, York, Barthenware Dealer. Jan 22 
at niga at offices of Matthew, Scot lane, Doncaster 

Harbidge, Robert, Birmingham, Provision Dealer, Jan I8 at Jat 
offices of Jaques, Temple row, Birmingham 

Harrington, Arthur, Halstead, Greengrocer, Jan 34 at 1] at affices 
of Cardinall, Halstead 

Hewitt, Bonjamin, Shadwell, near Leeds, Foreman Quarryman, 
Jan 20 at 3 at offices of Ferns, Bank st, Leeds 
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iggs, Amenalley, Derby 
Holm Thomas Marshall Faulkner, pee fox near Birmingham, 
‘Packing Box Maker. Jan 20 at 3 at offices Fallows, Cherry st, 


a Lourtie, North 


and Jose Charlotte 
Saher =. Sq, Boot and Bhoe Makers. Jan 21 at 2 at | W: 
offices of ; 


Rooke and Sons, Lincoln’s inn Fields 


5 , Bhondda Valle “ 0 Grocer. Jan 
20 at 12 at offices of st, Pontypria 
Ki , Alfred Richard, Blackthorn, Oxford, . Jan 21 at 3 at 
White Hart Commercial = Corn Market st, Oxford. Evans 
and Peacock, John st, ‘ord 
a William Pi; Grenville Lodge. Hornsey Rise, — 
of Wines. Jan 25 at 3at offices of Miles and Co, 
Linthwaite, Thomas, Notti at of b San 20 at 12 at 





offices of Brittle, St. Peter’s dade St. Peter’s gate, Notting- 


ham 
Marley, Thomas, Shenfield, Essex, Builder. Jan 24at 11 at offices 
of Pennell and Co, Basinghall st. Brown, Basinghall st 
Thomas, Dorset, Farmer. Jan 20 at 11 at Antelope Hotel, 
Dorchester. Hanne, Wi th 
ans. Michael, Consett, Durham, Beerhouse Ki Jan 19 at 
1 at Alexandra Hotel, Clayton st, Newcastle-upon- . Welford, 


‘un, Consett 

Mowat Richard Hipwell, Leicester, Hosier. Jan 31 at 3 at offices 
of Hincks, Bowling green st, Leicester 

Ss Henry Lovick, Yeo Grocer. Jan 20 at 3 at offices of Walker, 


Michell! Jobn, ‘South st, Enfield, Market Gardener. Jan 20 at 2 at 
offices of Rignell, Silver st. Enfield 

Moon, David, Denmark terrace, Fg oe Linen Draper. Jan 27 

. Essex st 

d John Edwin “Morley, SS Rutland, Farmers. 

Jan 30 at Sat foes of Stapleton, St St Paul’s st, Stamford 

Morris, John, and David Morris, Liantrissant, Colliery 

opri . Jan 18 at 3 at Royal Hotel, Cardiff. Morgan, Ponty- 

pri 


Munslow, Reuben, Droitwich, Worcester, Veterinary Surgeon. Jan 
20 at 11 cing. radey a: ty. ate High st, Worcester 

— H ew Sleaford, Lincoln, Innkeeper. Jan 20 at 11 at 

White Hart B Hotel, New Sleaford. Foster and Co 

Pare, Reu ben, Aston, rr Birmingham, Builder. Jan 19 at 3 at offices 
of Jaques, a row, Birmingham 

Palmer, Edward Henry, Belsize nd, Finchley rd, Barrister-at-Law. 
Jan 21 at 11.30 at a Institution, Chancery lane. Beaumont and 
Warren, Chan 

Parker, Mark, Mildenhall, Suffolk, Market Gardener. Jan 24 at 12at 

Guildhall, Bury St Edmunds. Salmon and ~— Bury St Edmunds 

Peter: eters, George, Little Stanbridge, nr Rochford, Essex, Farmer. Jan 

26 at 11 at offices of Lloyd, Finsbury chmbrs, London Wall 

Pulling, Godfrey George, Newtown, Chester, Beer Seller. Jan 20 
at 1! at offices of Mason, Bridge st row, —~ Ral 

—_ Frederick, Chester, Boot and Shoe —, as 14 at 3 at 

ces of Simpson and Hockin, Mount st, 
Rayner, John, Meltham, ur Huddersfield, Shop eaes Jan 19 at 
1] at offices of Ramsden and Co, John Wilkiam st, Huddersfield 

Rice Richard John, Norwich, Coach iider, Jan 17 at 12 at 
Prince of Wales’ Feathers, St Lawren 

Ringham, Walter, Manchester, Bedding Manufacturer. Jan 21 at 3 
at offices of Sutton and Elliott, Fountain st 

Rodger, Wesley Allan, Woolston, nr Southampton. Presbyterian 
Minister. Jan 26 at 3 at offices of Stocken and Jupp, Lime st 

Scourfield, John, Ystradyfodwg, Glamorgan, Grocer. Jan 21 at 3 at 
offices of Davies, Mill st, Pont: d 

Seitz, a Brook st, Ratcliff, Pork, Butcher. Jan 17 at 10.15 
at Bromley st, Commercial- "Bast. Hicks, Victoria-park-road 

Slater, Edward and William Slater, West st, Hackney, Boot and 
Shoe ee Jan 13 at 3 at offices of Biggenden, Well st, 


Hack» 
Southall, 5 a Birmingham, Fruiterer. Jan 19 at 3 at offices of 
Fallows, Cherry st, Birmingham 
, James, Huddersfield, Paper gp ome Jan 20 at 3 at 
offices of Sykes and Son, Market st, Hudders 
Strickland, Charies, Thorner, York, Gent. = "7 at 3 at offices of 
Watson, ‘Great George st st, Leeds 
~~ Henry, Harley news North, Harley st. Jan 21 at 3 at offices 
of Tidy, Sackville st, Piccadilly 
Tanner, James George, Brook st, Ratcliffe, Licensed Victualler. 
Jan 15 at 10.30 at offices of Hicks, Bromley st, Commercial 
ee a James, Leeds, Fy ood Moulder. Jan 20 at 10.30 at offices of 


Sotatiae ei. Leche 
Taylor, Samuel, Glastonbury, Somerst, Baker. Jan 25 at 12 ai 
offices of Bath, Chilkwell st, Glastont 


ary 
ae Philemon, Cardiff, Bookseller. Jan 20 at 11 at offices of 
Morgan an‘ Seott, High st, Cardiff 
Tucker, William Alfred Plumstead, Kent, retired from business. 
Jan 17 at | at offices of Peake, Brewer st, Woolwich 
Tacker, William Taylor, Linkinhorn, Cornwall, Farmer. Jan 19 at 
at offices of Nicolls and Blight, Callington 
Varley, William, Colton, York. Jan 19 at 2 at offices of Brearey, 


Museum York 
m, York, peeatee, Jan 26 at 11 at offices 
st, Bradford 


at, 
ver. John, Drighlin 
and © AD, 
Walton, Richard, Markfield, Leicester, Farmer. Jan 26 at 1 at 
offices of Hunter and Curtis, me st, Leicester 
Weaver, Alfred KAward, Liv , Provision Dealer. Jan 19 at 3 
p Aaya Roose and Price, vont John st, Laverpool. Quinn and 
um, 


Weavers, = aes, me Norfolk, Farmer. Jan 21 at 12 at 
Crown Ton, Dins, Lyus, mh 

a Withnell, Labouser. Jan 71 at 3 at offices of Hol- 

land Northgate, Biack’ tmrn 

White, Southsea, 


Landiport Walker and Watnect, , "4, 
wh, Uradtord, York, Worsted Spinner, Jan 20 nt 11 at 
ord, 


and 6, Commercial Bank bldgs, Bradf 








Hill, Henry Frederick, Derby, late Grocer. Jan‘20 at 3 at offices of | 








rs} Gloucester, out of business, — 
White, William George, etene Stesek. ear 


the Rail 
nica, Roe ali, Chatters, © Te 
Whitehouse, a. a Edward —_ afer yee rg tee 
Co, Denbigh _ - 


Eee Ge. tn mate 
ickins, Frederick, “eo rocer. Jan offices 
of Andrews, Market sq, N' 


Wilcock, Joseph, Leeds, ‘Tea ag Jan 19 at3 at the London 


lane. and Burrell, 
Wood, Jo John, bag Kent, Farmer Jan 24 at 2 at the George Hotel, 
Rye. Bannon, N w Romney 


TvuxspAy, Jan. 11, 1881. 
Amor, George, , Berks, Beerseller. Jan 25 at 11 at the For- 


bury, Reading. 

Archbell, James, Heckmondwike, York, Innkeeper. Jan 21 at 3.at 
offices ‘of Sykes, Heckmondwike 

Ashmore, Charles, Birmingham, Brick and Tile Dealer. Jan 24 
at 11 at offices of Parr and Hayes, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Ayling, Henry, Petworth, Sussex, Saddler. Jan 26 at 2 at -; rensemd st 
Hotel. Daintrey and Co, Petwort! 

Baldwin, John, Burnley, Lancaster, Fancy Goods Dealer, Feb 3 at.2 
at Bull Hotel, egg A Nowell, "Burnley 

Barnard, William, Great Ellingham, Norfolk, Farmer. Jan 25 
at 11.30 at offices of Chittock and Woods, Bank st, anata 

Beck, Abraham, and William Beck, West End Farm, Ni 
Farmers. Jan 25 at 12 at the Chequers Hotel, Uxbridge. Hodge. 
son 

Bedford, Daniel, Sydney st, Goswell rd, Harmonium Maker. Jan 26 
at 3 at offices of Noon and Clarke, Blomfield st 

Bissell, John Naylor, Wigton, Cumberland, School Master. Jan 24 
at 11.30 at offices of Carrick and Son, Wigton 

Bond, James William, Bensham grove, New Thornton Heath, Oil 
and Colour Man. Jan 21 at 3 at 40, Southampton bidgs, Holborn, 

ooper * 

Boulden, Joseph, jun, Southwark Market, Fruit Salesman, Jan 19 at 
3 at offices of Noton; Lombard 

Bromly, Thomas Houlding, Colchester, Machinist. Jan 25 at 12 at 
offices of Prior, Head st, Colchester 

Brown, James Henry, Colchester, General Dealer. Jan 24 at 3 at 
offices of Prior, Head st, Colchester 

Brown, Reuben William, Leicester, Builder. Jan 21 at 12 at offices 
of Burgess and Williams, Berridge st, Leicester 

Bullimore, Robert, Nottingham, Dyer. Jan 19 at 3 at offices of Belk, 
Middle pavement, Nottingham 

Burden, Edmund, New Park rd, Brixton hill, Tobacconist. Jan 29 
at 1 at offices of Fulton, Long acre 

Cambers, Benjamin, Leicester, Baker. Jan 25 at 3 at offices of 
Wright, Belvoir st 

Chapman, Thomas, Bishop Auckland, Durham, Tunlkeoger. Jan 24 
at 11 at offices of Proud, Market pl, Bishop Auckland 

Church, Albert Thomas John, New Swindon, Wilts, out of business. 
Jan 27 at 3 at offices of Boodle, Albion bldgs, New Swindon 

Clarke, John, Fenton, Stafford, Beerseller. Jan 24 at 11 at offices 
of Clarke and Hawley, Church st, Longton 

Clegg, Ley Elland nr Halifax, Cabinet Maker. Jan 24 at 11 at 
Credito iation, Crown st, Halifax 

Jan 27 at 3 at offices 


Cony, George, Astcote, Northampton, Baker. 
Hilton, Huntingdon, Farmer. Jan 25 at 2 at 


hep Towcester 
Coulson, homas, 
offices of Cranfield, Market Hill, St Ives 

Coy, Charles, Nottingham, Wine Merchant. Jan 26 at 4 at ‘offices 
of Acton, Victoria st, Lag 8 eres 

Cumberland, Henry, jun, Edgbaston, Picture Frame Manufacturer, 
Jan 21 at 3 at offices of Jaques, Temple row, Birmingham 

Darwin, Henry, Birmingham, out of business. Jan 21 at 3 at offices 
of Parry, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Davis, Robert, Hockley, Essex, Farmer. Jan 24 at 1 at South West- 
ern Hotel, Gillingham. Watts, Yeovil 

Dodd, Matthew, Brampton, Cumberland, Chemist. Jan 20 at 3 at 
Scotch Arms Inn, Brampton. Forster, Brampton 

Douglas, John, Bloxwich, Stafford, Beerhouse Keeper. Jan 22 at 
12 at offices of Forrest, Church st Oldbury 

Druce, Henry, Eastbourne, Sussex, Confectioner. Jan 25 at 12 at 
2 Gresham buildings, Basinghall st. Lamb and Evett, Brighton 

Eastwood, James, Oldham, Lancaster, Cotton Waste Dealer. Jan 
25 at 3 at Wheatsheaf Hotel, Fennel st, ;Manchester, Lawton, 
Manchester 

Eden, Robert Charles, Park pieses’ Westminster, Hotel Keeper. Jan 
2% at 12 at Guildhall Coffee Mowll, Dover 

— Marianne, Leeds, Manufacturing (onfectioner. Jan 21 at 

at offices of Rooke and Midgley, White Horse st, Boar lane, 


oe 
Ferrington, Martha, Market pl, Stockwell, Linendraper. Jan 25 at 
3 at offices of McDonald, Queen Victoria st, Piesse and Son, Old 


Jewry chambers 

ome Joseph, Aston New Town, juxta Birmingham, Builder, Jan 

at 11 at offices of Powell and Browett, Ann st, Birmingham 

Fray, ard James, Salford, Grocer, Jan 31 at 3 at offices of Wood- 
al and Marriott, Norfolk st, *"Manchestor 

Gib! Kdwin John, Kennington rd, Lambeth, Grocer, Jan 28.at3 
at offices of Carr and Co, Rood lane 

Gibbs, John, Great Yarmouth, Lugger Owner, Jan 25 at 11 at office 
of Cowl, Bridge Foot, Great Yarmouth 

Gosling, Joseph, Upland rd, Peckham Rye, Grocer. Jan 24 at 3 at 
Mullen’s Hotel, lronmonger lane, Cheapside, Wild and Co, —_ 

G , Horfield, Gloucester, Factor, 
offices of Clifto 


monger lane 
Jan 21 at 2 at 
ton and Carter a at, ristol 
1, William, Bugthorpe,' hoomaker. Jan 26 at 12 at office 
Munb and. Scott, Blake st, ory ork 


Grindrod, Uharles Frederick, Albion rd, , Stoke Newington, Ph Physician. 
— a eo go fo Tanner, Cirens pl, Finasbur: 
ieee and Henry Brabyn, cross Bt, Soaeer Jan 
ot do etlenek Wolls, 


r row 
Hai hy ‘Thormns Scargill, Askern, York, Clerk to Local Board, Jan 
at 11 nt offices o Shirley and Co, St George gute, Doncaster 
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Haines, Albert, Ernest, Hove, Sussex, Boot Salesman, Jan 25 at 3 
at 13, New Bridge st. Maydwe = 
a a ee ldgreen, Battered, Deena. 
wih Gisaed Loe be Milnes and Swift, New st, Hi 
peg Leicester, Builder. Jan 25 (and not 19 as erroneously 
last Gasette), at 3 at offices ‘Hincks, Bowling Green 


Hetdee Reber, Ge Yarmouth, Seman caution, Jan 27 at 11 
at offices of 1 amp sea Gt Yarmouth 

, William, Barrow-in- Coal dealer. Jan 19at3 

at Shelley’s Arms Hotel, Fishergate, Preston. Sims, Barrow-in- 


Furness 
"Handcock, aK Gateshead, Durham, Joiner. Jan 21 at 3 at 
offices of Sewell, Grey st, Newcastle-upon, 
Handley, mbes Brighton, Residential FoIub r. Jan 27 at 
3 at offices of Lamb and Evett, Ship st, Brighton 
Hattersley, Robert, Church Fenton, ,B Jan 25 at 3 
at offices of Dale, Blake st, York 
Hazard, John Lewis, Norfolk ter, Westbourne gr, Printer. Jan 25 
at 11 at offices of Browne, Westbourne gr. Tilsley, Abchurch yd 
Heaford, yw A ———- ao Salop, Grocer. Jan 24 at 3 at 
offices of —_— hifnal 
Hebeler, ensy, race’ rr Kennington rd, Baker. Jan 25 at 2 at 
offices of Sydne; ey and 8 Son, Finsbury cirens 
Hewlett, Edwin, , Shepherd’s bush, Provision Merchant. 
Jan 26 at 2 at offices o L, Bucklersbury 
Hipwell, Henry, Chalfont St Peter’s, Bucks, out 
26 at 1 at Chequers Hotel, Uxbridge. Hi 
Howson, James, nm, Lancaster, Wholesale Deine. Jan 26 at 3 
at County Court, Winekley st, Preston. Spencer, Preston 
Hutchings, John Hawkins, Low estoft, Suffolk, Smack Owner. 
Jan 24 at 2 at offices of Nicholson, Old Nelson- st, Lowestoft 
Jackson, William Pete, Mold, Flint, of no occupation, Jan 25 at 2 
at Queen’s » Chester. Roberts, Mold 
Jarvis, William, Rye- -lane, Peckham, Pork Butcher. Jan 24at 3 at 
offices of Mayo, ennington Par! 
Johnson, Edwin, Findern, Derby, Glee, Jan 24 at 1 at offices of 
Fulton, Long-acre 
- Jones, Charles, Barrow-in-Furness. Blast Furnaceman. Jan 18 at 
ll at Trevelyan Temperance Hotel, Barrow-in-Furness. Sims, 
Barrow-in-Furness 
- Jones, James, Wolverhampton, Lock Manufacturer. Jan 25 at 3 at 
offices of Willcock, Queen’s Chambers, North st, Wolverhamp- 
ton 
Knowles, Charles Williams, Thorne, York, Chemist. Jan 25 at2a 
Angel-inn, Doncaster. Hind and Everett, ” Goole 
Lacey, Thomas James, Milkwood rd, Brixton, Furniture Dealer. 
Jan 19 at 2 at offices of Hope, Chancery lane 
Lawrance, Richard, Ibstock, Leicester, News Agent. Jan 25 at 11 at 
offices of Fisher and Co, Ashby-de-la Zouch 
Lewis, John, Redditch, Worcester, Draper. Jan 25 at 3 at Great 
Western Hotel, Monmouth st. Birmingham. Simmons, Birming- 


we & business, Jan 


am 

Lindsay, William Piggott, Grenville Lodge, Hornsey Rise, Brewer. 
Jan 25 at 3 at offices of Smiles and Co. Bedford row 

Macfarlane, Donald, Morton Bagot, Warwick, Farmer. Jan 19 at 
3 at Great Western Hotel, Colmore row, Birmingham. Glaisyer, 
Birmingham 

Martin, Edward, and Geo Clay Filsher, Hanley, Stafford, China 
Dealers. Jan 18 at 11 at Queen's Hotel, Hanley. Ashmall, Hanley 

McAliece, John, _—— rk Currier, Jan 27 at 3 ‘at pod 
Hotel, Bridgnorth. aslewood, Bridgnorth 

Millington, James, Bootle, Butcher. Jan 27 at 2 at offices of 
Davies, the ——> Dale st, Liverpool 

Millwood, George John, Coningsby road, Ealing, Builder, Jan 25 
at 3 at offices of Ives, King st West, Hammersmith 

Neale, William Buchanan, Mincing lane, Tea Merchant. Feb 1 at 
2 at offices of Linklater and Co, Walbrook 

Nicholls, William, Rowley Regis, Stafford, Royalty Master. Jan 24 
at 4 at offices of Warmin mn, Castle st, Dud ey 

Nicholson, Thomas, Lamesley, Durham, Joiner. Jan 21 at 3 at offices 
of Moody, Clayton st West, Newcastle 

Nind, Benjamin, Beer lane, Great Tower “| ay ing Agent. Jan 
24 at ll at Mullen’ . wail Ironmonger lane, Cheapside. White, 
Queen st, aay ye 

“Otway, Witten, Weston, Suffolk, Licensed Victualler. Jan 25 at 
12.30 at Hall Quay chambers, Great Yarmouth. wsett, Beccles 

Palmer, John, Gorleston, meg et Fishing Boat Owner. Jan 2 at 
3 at offices of Cowl Bridge F Great Yarmouth 

Patrickson, John, Carlisle, Saddler. Jan 27 at 3 at offices of 
Wannop, Scotch st, Carlisle 

Pratt, Wi liam, Ipswich, Dancing Master. Jan 28 at 12 at offices of 
Pollard, St Lawrence st, Ipswich 


Pride, Edward, Handsworth, Stafford, Builder. Jan 18 at 3 at offices 
of Plant, Cannon st, Birmingham 

Priestman, John, Manchester, Tailor. Jan 31 at 3 at offices of Simp- 
son and Hockin, Mount st, Albert sq, Manchester 

Radcliff, William Henry, Live 1, Cattle Salesman, Jan 24 at 2 at 
offices of Banks and endal, orth John st, Liverpool 

Ratcliffe, Eliza, Morden, Lancaster, Cotton Waste Spinner, Jan 26 
at 3-at offices of March, Lord st, Rochdale 

Rees, David, Taly iparreg, , Cardigan, Licensed Victualler. Jan 22 at 
12 at the Black Lion Hotel, New way. Jones, Aberystwith 

Ridge, Martin, Jarrow, Darham, lor. Jan 21 at 11 at offices of 

, Clayton st, West, Newcastle on Tyne 

Robbins, Lewis, Commercial rd, Lambeth, Timber Merchant. Jan 
27 at 2 at offices of Wells, Paternoster row 

Rountree, John, Middleton, York, Farmer, Jan 25 at 2 at offices of 
Waistell, Northallerton 

Serres, John. Charles, Nottingham, Draper, Jan 24 at 3 at offices of 
Beck, Middle pavement, Pee ngham 

eantarhem, out s hee Jan 22 at 

romple st, Birming' 

ana Samuel James, Gunnislake, Conant Butcher, Jan 25 at 

12 at offices of a and Co, Courtenay ab, Plymouth 

‘Stevenson, William, Worth, Sussex, Pony Jan 21 at 2 at offices of 
Pear bridge Wells 


leas and Beeching, Tan 





ee ee See. Jan 25 at 11 at 
f rews, Deen See 


atidai the Angel Hota), Peterborough. Richardson and. Bon, 


Swindlehurst, Thomas, Preston, Lancashire, Roller Make. Jan 24 
at 3 at offices of Edelston, Winckley st, Preston 
Tolley, James, Aston-juxta-Birmingham, Clerk. Jan 21 at 12.30 at 
ices 


1 Coffee house. 
Henry Thomas, Meupert, Mo . Jan24 
at 12 at offices of Gibbs and Llewellyn, B ne, 
——— Peter Thi Melling, nr* Li Victualler. 


omas, Licensed 
—_ at 3 at offices of Christian and way, Harrington st, 
ne 
Umpleby, a, He Pateley Bridge, York, Farmer. Jan 24at12 
at offices of and Hutchinson, 
Verrall, Charles, Brighton, Auctioneer. Jan 20 at 3 at offices of Nye, 
North st, Brighton 
Ward, William Burley, Salford, Lancaster, Fish Salesman. Jan 28 
at 11 at offices of Sampson, South Kin g st, Manchester 
Warren, Alfred Charles, Ipswich, eon Jan 24 at 12 at offices of 
Birkett and Bantoft, Princes st, Ipswich 
Warren, John Bosley, and George Harding Warren, Charles st, 
oP out of business. Jan 26 at 2 at offices of Mosely, Clare st, 


tol’ 
welch, Elizabeth, Middlesborough, Tobacco Dealer. Jan 26 a¢ 11 at 
offices of Thomas, Market-cross-chmbrs, -on-Tees 
Seaham, Durham, Licensed Victualler. Jan26 
Harbour 


fersfeld 

Williams, William Alltree, Birkenhead, Chester, Plumber. Jan 26 
at 3 at offices of Thompson, Hamilton st, Birkenhead 

Wrightson, William, jun, Dover, Military Outfitter. Jan 25 at 3at 
vo ‘liom, Btoe Sinbsthea, Glveanter cester, Innkeeper. Jan 24at 12 

Young, Wi at 
at offices of Smith and Stafford, Bedford ‘st, Stroud 


SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA, 


Anti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 


Guarantesd Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality, with the 
excess of fat extracted. 

The Faculty pronounce it ‘‘the most nutritious, perfectly digestible 
beverage fcr Breakfast, Luncheon, or Supper, and invaluable for 
Icvalids aad Children.” 

Highly commended by the entire Medica IPress. 

Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it sarts all palates, 
xeeps better in all climates, and is four times the strength of cocoas 
THICKENED yet WEAKENED with starch, &c., and IN REALITY CHEAPER 
than such Mixtures. 

Made instantaneously with wang: — a teaspoonful to a Break- 
fast Cup, costing less than a bh 

CocoaTima A La Vanities is the at delicate, digestible, cheapest 
Van* 7 Chocolate, and may be taken when richer chocolate is pro 
hibited. 

In tin packets at ls, 6d., 3s., 5s. 6d., &c., by Chemists and Grocers, 

Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprieters, 
H. SCHWEITZER & CO., 10, Adam-street, London, W.C. 


MR. G. A. JONES, 


DENT. 
57, GREAT RUSSELL STREET, LONDON 
(Immediately A ite the British Museum), 

Supplies, by his absolute less System of pee the Great 
Exhibition Prize Medal “Teen (London, New York, Berlin, 
Vienna, &c.). 8. G. Hutchins, Esq., Surgeon- peers net 
says :—“I am giad you have ‘obtained her Maj 
Patent to protect what I consider by perfection of wien 
tistry.” Professor Gardner, late of the Royal Polytechnic Insti- 
tution, says :—‘‘I have examined and tested your patented painiess 
system of adjustment ; it is quite perfect, and is the most successful 
application of scientific laws for securing actual wear and comfort 
yet introduced.” Consultation free daily, and terms to snit every- 
one, tree. let, “ Painless Dentistry,” 116th Edition, gratis and 


post 
EDE AND 50N 


ROBE Sia * MAKERS 


¥ SPECIAL aPPot 
To Her Majesty, the Lord Gh Chancellor, the Who 


SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS? GOWNS. 
RARRISTRRS’ AND QUBBN'S COUNSEL'S DITTO, 


CORPORATION ROBES UNIVERSITYE CLERGY GOWNS, & 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 
94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
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AW PARTNERSHIP.—Wanted to Purchase, 

Part or Whole of a High-class Business in the country or 

London, to produce not less than £800 a year. Advertiser thoroughly 

acquainted with Conveyancing. Highest references given.—Ad- 

— Lex, care of Messrs. Nisbet & Daw, 35, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, 
on. 


AW.—Conveyancing or General Clerkship Wanted 
by a Solicitor (articled in the country and lately admitted) ; 
exp erience chief object.—Apply, F., 129, Gower-street. 


AW.— Wanted, by a Firm of Solicitors in the 

Pag a Youth as Out-of-door Clerk, who knows the offices 

been accustomed to attend Judges’ —— A good 

salary, to A. B., care 
cery-lane. 








SS. pootmery er by letter, statin 
of Messrs. J. Rowe & Co., 9, Quality-court, C 


AW.—Wanted, by a Respectable Young Man, Re- 

engagement as Copying and Engrossing Clerk, in Solicitor’s 

office, country preferred. First-class references. —Address, M., 1, 
York-cottages, Hornsey-road, London. 


Te SOLICITORS.—The Assistance of & Good 
Solicitor is required by a Gentleman who is about to erect 

first-class wet in a leading thoroughfare, and needs financing.— 

Apply, Mr. 8. R. Bunt, Surveyor, 78, Cheapside, Londcn, E.C. 


O SOLICITORS.—A Thoroughly Experienced 
Land Agent seeks, in the Spring, a permanent engagement in 

the office of a first-class firm of Solicitors having Estates, to 
manage as an assistant.—Apply by letter, Surveyor, care of 
Messrs. Street Brothers, 5, Serle-street, Lincoln’s-inn, W.C. 


4 COUNTRY SOLICITORS.—A Solicitor prac- 

tising in the City, desires an Engagement as Clerk for con- 
ducting Town Business. Salary (moderate) fixed, or according to 
— done.—Letters to W., “ Solicitors’ Journal,” 52, Carey-street, 
W.C. 

















AY ANTED, a Clerk Competent to attend Ordinary 
Summonses, and able to write a good hand.—Address, 
M. P., 20, Whitehall-place, 8.W. 





Now ready. 
HE LEGAL and GENERAL DIARY and 
COUNTY COURTS GUIDE for 1881; containing all the 
usual information. 
Prices: Ruled with faint lines, with or without cash columns, demy 
8vo, Superior thick paper. 


No. 8. d. 
1, Page a eats) one oe BO 
2. Ditto Diaey and Calendar only) ove ove oe are 
3. Half a page a day ne. oe 06 ae 
4. Ditto (Diary and Calendar only) on 2 6 
5. Week at an opening a) one 2 6 
6. Ditto (Diary a ”, Mn only) sat eee we Be 

Printed and published by 


EVISON & BRIDGE, Law Stationers, Printers, -~ Publishers of 
Law Forms, at 22, Chancery- lane, W 





Now ready, demy 8vo, price 12s. 6d., cloth. 


ETROPOLITAN RATING.—A Summary of the 
{ Appeals heard before the Court of General Assessment 
Sessions at Westminster, in the years 1871-80 inclusive. Containing 
a large mass of very ‘valuable information with respect to the 
Rating of Railways, Gas and Water Works, Tramwa; S Wharves, 
Public-houses, &c., &c. By EDWARD and A. L. RYD 
Croszpxy Locxwoop & Co., 7, Stationers’ Hall-court, Ludgate- hill, 

Lon on, E.C, 





R. BANISTER FLETCHER’S valuable TEXT 
BOOKS, arranged in Tabulated form, and fully indexed for 
ready reference. 

LIGHT and AIR, with methods of estimating Injuries, reports of 
most recent cases, &c, Twelve Diagrams. Crown 8yvo, cloth, 6s., 
post-free, 

ARBITRATIONS, with sents: of Forms, and List of Schedules, 
Crown 8vo, cloth, 5s., post-free 

COMPENSATIONS, with lanentis: giving Forms of Precedents 
and Valuation Tables. Crown 8vo, 5s., post-free 

B, T. Batsrorn, 52, High Holborn, London, or of any Bookseller, 





Fourth Edition (further revised and enlarged), price 5s., net, 
INTS on ADVOCACY, including Examples of 


agg Types of Witnesses, and the mode of Cross-examin- 
os am " ICHARD HARRIS, Barrister-at-Law, of the 
le Temples and Midland Circuit, 


London: Warertow Bros, & Laytoy, 2, Birchin-lane, 


HE CHURCH PREFERMENT GAZETTE 

(issued Monthly), containing full culars of aareunene 
Presentations, &c., for Sale, sonslher alt oe advice to 
chasers, should be referred to by ev Edited by vise 
W. EMERY STARK (Associate gg em F.R.G.S.. 
&e.) —Address ——— six stamps), Messrs, W, Emery Stank, 
2, Bedford-street, 8 trand, 











Beetles OF SALFORD 
OFFICE OF TOWN CLERK, 


The Council of the Borough “of | Salford are to receive 
poo oe omg he bed the Office od p+ y ed Clerk and Solicitor for the Cor- 
— @ salary will 000 per annum. The gentleman to 
appointed will be Vassived 5 “devote the whole of his time to the- 
ce of the Corporation, and must not be less than thirty-five 
servi sof age. Applications, with copies of testimonials, addressed 
to the Mayor of Salford, must be delivered at the Town Hall,. 
Salford, not later than Thursday, the 29th inst. A list of duties, 
and general terms of conditions, can be obtained from the Town 


Clerk. (By order) 
CHRIS. MOORHOUSE, Town Clerk. 
Town Hall, Salford, January 5, 1881. 


OYAL COURTS OF JUSTICE. 
OFFICIAL PUBLICATIONS. 
CHANCERY DIVISION.—The Sittings Papers, Daily and 
Gomer O Cause Tia, Rota of Registrars, and Transfers of Causes, 
s 
COMMON LA LAW DIVISION.—General, Supplemental, and Daily: 
Cause Lists of popes aah in Banco and at Nisi Prius, and New Trial 
Papers £2 2s. per 
ROBATE and ADMIRALTY DIVISIONS.—Cause Lists, Motion 
Popes ie and all other Authorised Publications, £1 1s. per annum. 
ai BER SUMMONSES before the JUDGES and MASTERS,, 


Publications of of all Divisions (except Daily Cause Lists), £2 2s. 
per annum. 

The Daily Lists are delivered to Subscribers about 6 o’clock p.m. 
Tuomas Scort, 1, Warwick-court, Holborn. 


UN FIBRE OFFICE. 


THREADNEEDLE Street, E.C. CxHarine Cross, 8.W. 
Oxrorp Street (Corner of Vere-street), W. 
EstaBLisHED 1710. 

Home and Foreign Insurances Effected, 

Sum insured in 1879, £262,492,461. 

FRANCIS B. *RELTON, Secretary. 
YEVERSIONARY and LIFE INTERESTS in 
LANDED or FUNDED PROPERTY or other Securities and 
Annuities PURCHASED, or Loans or Annuities thereon granted,. 
by the EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY (LIMI- 
TED), 10, Lancaster-place, Waterloo Bridge, Strand. Established 1835. 
Capital, £500,000. Taterest on Loans may be capitalized. 
F. 8. CLAYTON, Joint 
C. H. CLAYTON, § Secreturies. 


ESTABLISHED 1851, 
IRKBEOCO K N K.— 
Southampton Buildings, Chancery Lane. 
Current A 8 opened ding to the conal practice ot other 
Bankers, and Interest allowed on the minimum monthly balances when. 
not drawn below £25. No commission genes for keeping Accounts. 
The Bank also receivesmoney on Deposit at Three per cent, Interest, 
repayable on demand. The Bank undertakes for its Customers, free of 
charge, the custody of Deeds, Writings, and other Securities and Valu-- 
ables ; the collection of Bills of Exchange, Dividends, and Coupons; and 
the purchase and sale of Stocks and Shares. Letters of Credit ané 
Circular Notes issued, 

A Pamphlet, with full particulars, on application. 

FRANCIS RAVENSCROFT, Manage 
_ Slet Marcb, 1880. 


PRELIMINARY, INTERMEDIATE, FINAL (Pass and: and Honours) 
LAW EXAMINATION 


R. ALBERT GIBSON’S Classes and Postal 


Preparation for these Examinations continue throughout 
the year, —- during one month in summer, Two Residential 
Pupils received. Terms on application to 35, Southampton-build- 
ing iu Chancery le ne, or to St. Mary Cray, Chislehurst 

Michaelmas Examination, 1880, out of 2B pupils 
sone | up for the Final ail 8 pup out of 17 sent u for the Inter- 
mediate 16 passed, and al upils sent up for the Preliminary 
passed, At seven out o, 7 ght BDxaminations Mr. Gibson's 
pupils have taken Bat : fe successes oaueens First, 
Second, Third, Fourth, and virth Prizemen, besides many Cer- 
tifleates of Merit, Second and Third Class Honours. In last 
ne FOUR and in last November three pupils secured Honours.) 


EADING SCHOOL.—A Public School on the 
SEPARATE HOUSE SYSTEM. Number of Boarders 
rapidly increasing. The next Term begins Jan. 19, 1881. Inclusive 
me, 64 to 75 guineas,—For haan particulars apply to the Hzsp 
ASTER. 




















AN IMPORTANT COnVAErae TO LAW W WRITERS AND 
OLICITORS, 


STEPHENS’ SCARLET INK FOR STEEL PENS.. 


This new Ink supplies the demand continualiy made but never 
before met, for a Red Ink which iseusinjured by Steel - other 
Metallic Pens, Steel Pens left in this ink for months do not i 
the beauty of its colour, nor are the Pens in the least corroded by it. 
The existing Red Inks rapidly destroy Stee] Pens, and lose their red 
colour if used with other than Gold or Quill Pens, This new colour 
isa very rich eg red of great beauty, The colour of this ink is 


not affected by use u “ad parchment, and is consequently of 
value to Solicitors and : 
Sold in stone bottles, r - As, "Qs., 38; and Im Quarts of 


49 ounces at 6s.each. Also in ass bottles at 6d, and ls, 
SOLD BY ket STATIONERS, 





Pee 


